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Abstract 
Calls have been made from the highest echelons to give children a greater voice in 
decision-making on global issues relevant to them. Environmental education has 
provided children with knowledge and skills to take action on behalf of the 
environment, while also raising awareness of the plight of the environment in their 
family homes. However, rarely have children been deliberately positioned to be 
intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes. Therefore, the 
aim of this study was to provide a group of children with a tool that could support 
them to encourage environmental change in their family homes. Critical theory 
underpinned the makeup and methodology of this research project with particular 
focus on the concepts of critical pedagogy, transformation, power and hegemony.  
 
The purpose of this qualitative case study was to test the effectiveness of a shared 
Protocol (Contract) for enabling children to become intergenerational environmental 
change agents by fostering environmentally responsible behaviour in their family 
homes. There were 24 participants, including six 14-year-old children, and their 
family members. A Protocol was designed by the children in a school-based 
environmental education subject and taken home to their family members so that they 
could set goals for living in a more environmentally responsible manner. Data was 
collected using four semi-structured interview phases and researcher field notes. The 
data was synthesised, summarised and thematically analysed according to the 
supporting research questions. Data is discussed through a critical theory lens in 
response to the central research question.  
 
 xi 
Analysis of the data revealed that the while the Protocol was reasonably effective in 
enabling the children to be intergenerational environmental change agents, the 
children had mixed success in negotiating hegemonic familial and social forces such 
as the dominance of adults in the family domain, the feeling of powerlessness by 
participants in the face of global environmental problems and the propensity of 
participants to neglect environmentally responsible behaviour if it threatened their 
established lifestyles. The findings from this study point to the need for school-based 
environmental educators to collaborate with students to produce programs that openly 
expose the issues of power and hegemony in the life worlds of children in order to 
enhance children’s opportunities to have an active voice in their schools, communities 
and families.  
 xii 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
This doctoral research project arose from my experience as a teacher and was inspired 
by my belief that children are willing and capable of leading change around important 
social issues but are rarely given opportunities to do so. As an educator I had become 
accustomed to providing my students with copious information about global social 
issues and problems without actually furnishing them with opportunities to do 
something about them. My pedagogy seemed to be forged by a school system 
underpinned by the adult-centric belief that children should be taught by adults, not 
teach adults, and should be led by adults, not lead adults. It was only when I 
experienced first-hand children actually leading environmental programs in their 
school that I was inspired to leave the classroom to pursue research that would deepen 
my understanding of the concept of children as intergenerational environmental 
change agents.  
 
In this Introduction chapter I describe how the experience of creating an 
environmental group at Kingham Hill School in the United Kingdom inspired me to 
undertake the doctoral research project. I then provide a brief background to the 
research problem, purpose behind the research project, significance of the project, 
research design and methodological framework, key terms and operational 
definitions, and, finally, organisational structure of the thesis.  
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1.1 Lessons learnt in the classroom and at home: The 
journey toward this research project 
1.1.1 The wisdom of children 
While driving through the countryside near our home in the Southern Highlands of 
New South Wales, my 11-year-old son said to me, ‘You can replant flowers, but you 
can’t replant the earth’. His comment was part of a conversation that we were having 
about the plight of the environment and arose through observing the drought-gnarled 
land outside the car windows. The simplicity yet insightfulness of my son’s statement 
struck me on two levels: firstly, it captured so clearly the essence of the problem that 
humanity faces. Quite simply, when all of the resources on the planet are gone, many 
are gone forever. Secondly, this statement came from a person so young. My son, 
despite his young age, had highlighted the wisdom of children. In his own understated 
way, he had cut to the simple truth of the matter, and that is that humans beings are in 
danger of destroying the very home that nurtures them.  
 
This was a cathartic moment for me, as it confirmed my belief that children are 
capable of understanding key social issues facing humanity, such as the demise of the 
natural environment, and it further validated the decision that I had made to leave 
classroom teaching to become a researcher. As a researcher, I could study ways to 
help children to develop the skills to become intergenerational environmental change 
agents. My experience working with children at Kingham Hill School, in the United 
Kingdom provided me with evidence that children are willing to take on the roles of 
intergenerational environmental change agents, and need adult support to fulfill these 
roles. 
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1.1.2 Children can influence others to help the 
environment if given a chance 
In December 2004, I took up a position as an English teacher at Kingham Hill School 
in the Cotswolds, United Kingdom. My wife and I planned this as a working holiday 
with our two sons. However, more significantly, I now recognise that this experience 
was catalytic in my transformation into an environmental educator. I had become 
more aware of the plight of the environment through traditional media sources, such 
as newspapers, radio and television. However, it was my upbringing in the highlands 
of Papua New Guinea, spending large amounts of time in open, natural spaces that 
likely sowed the seeds of environmentally responsible behaviour (Chawla, 1999). 
Crucially, I also became aware that students were learning about the plight of the 
environment, without being offered opportunities to do something about these 
environmental problems. Therefore, while working at Kingham Hill School I decided 
to create a means of enhancing the pro-environmental behaviour of both students and 
myself.  
 
Boarding schools are in the unique position of being able to create very positive 
environmental cultures within their walls (Downs, 2003) and I hoped that I could take 
steps towards encouraging such an environmental culture in Kingham Hill School. 
Therefore, in 2006, after much deliberation, I decided to address the entire community 
at Kingham Hill School about my feelings on the issue of global warming and offered 
some suggestions about what we could do as individuals to help to mitigate the 
effects. I wanted to create an opportunity for the students to make a difference in the 
face of all of the negative stories that they had heard in their classrooms and through 
the media. Chan (1998) reports that television is the most significant means of 
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providing information on the health of the environment, while Hvenegaard (2007) 
asserts that all forms of mass media are significant conveyors of information 
regarding the environment. However, the knowledge that individuals gain on 
environmental issues does not necessarily equate with levels of pro-environmental 
behaviour (Abrahamse, Steg, Vlek, & Rothengatter, 2005; Kollmuss & Agyeman, 
2002) and I had observed a lack of pro-environmental behaviour on the part of the 
students at Kingham Hill School.  
 
Subsequently, at 8:15 am on a cold winter’s morning in the chapel of Kingham Hill 
School I stepped out in front of the school community as Peter Andersen, the 
environmentalist, rather than Peter Andersen the English teacher. It was the first time 
that I had ever publically spoken about my concern for the environment or my ideas 
on how to do something about it. My speech to the gathered students and teachers was 
a simple call to those who, like me, cared about the environment and invited them to 
meet and talk about their concerns and how we as a community could make a 
difference in our small part of this enormous world. I simply told them that I would be 
in my classroom every Friday at lunchtime and that if they wished, they could come 
along and contribute to our discussions and plan for future action. 
 
After the address to the school community, I was unsure what response I would get, 
but by 1:30 pm on the following Friday there were ten students sitting in the room, 
and the Kingham Hill Environmental Group (KHEG) was formed. For the next 
eighteen months we met on most Fridays, with numbers varying from five to fifteen 
students. During that time the students formed an alliance with three other local 
secondary schools, called Schools For Environmental Change (SFEC). The students 
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also brought about some significant changes within their own school: an inter-house 
competition which celebrated and rewarded energy conservation; a carbon offsetting 
program that targeted the members of the school community who flew for business 
and pleasure throughout the year; the abolition of the school’s annual Guy Fawke’s 
bonfire night after raising awareness that recyclable materials were also being burnt; 
and the introduction of paper recycling bins throughout the school. I was deeply 
gratified that by providing the students with opportunities to meet as a group, a means 
was also opened to set and achieve collective goals.  
 
By passing control from my hands into the hands of the students, the way was paved 
for them to decide and act on their own plans of action to make Kingham Hill School 
more sustainable. Roberts and Nash (2009) assert that children are rarely given the 
opportunity to take initiative to improve their schools, due to an underestimation, on 
the part of teachers of their potential to contribute to institutional change. Indeed, 
there were several teachers at Kingham Hill School who were sceptical of the concept 
of children leading change in a school. Some of these teachers told me that KHEG 
would only remain active while an adult was leading it because the children would 
lose interest and motivation. Another teacher said to me that he was surprised that 
children would be interested in a global issue such as the environment.  
 
While the students themselves in KHEG never indicated that they felt that their 
potential to contribute to Kingham Hill School had been questioned by their teachers, 
they did indicate frustration at being able to meet only once a week, during their lunch 
break, as a result of timetabling restrictions, and that the school could not do more to 
help them due to financial rationalisation. However, the students often spoke of their 
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appreciation for the teachers and school executive team allowing them to take control 
of projects designed to improve the quality of the environmental practices of the 
members of their school community. Ajzen and Madden (1986) believe that a 
person’s sense of control has a significant bearing on whether or not the goal is 
achieved. The children in KHEG were testament to this belief, achieving most of the 
goals from the projects that they controlled. The students’ appreciation further 
motivated me to undertake environmental research projects in Australia that were 
inspired by their legacy.  
 
While the KHEG students’ achievements were pleasing to witness, I was most excited 
by the prospect of providing them with opportunities to take their enthusiasm, 
knowledge and influence beyond the school gates and out into their families. We 
decided that it was no longer enough to create environmental campaigns just in our 
school and local community, but that we should now attempt to influence the family 
members of the students in the Kingham Hill Environmental Group to live more 
sustainably. After much discussion, the decision was made to settle on what we called 
the ‘Kingham Hill Protocol’. The plan was very simple: have members of the families 
sign up, through a contract or Protocol, to a set of environmentally friendly actions. 
The students in KHEG were to design and implement the Protocol, and in doing so, 
they would help their family members to live more sustainably day-to-day. 
 
My experiences at Kingham Hill School reinforced my belief that children have the 
ability to bring about significant change in the environmental practices of their 
communities, if provided the opportunity to do so. It also reminded me of how few 
times I had allowed children under my tutelage to speak out on issues that were 
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important to them, but probably more importantly, to do something about them. The 
activities in the KHEG helped to pass control over to the students and I witnessed a 
pattern of influence that was alien to me up until this point: children influencing 
adults to amend their behaviour for the betterment of their community. I was 
accustomed to adult-centric systems that traditionally position adults as leaders. The 
KHS students and I came to the conclusion that in order to lead adults to more 
environmentally responsible behaviour, they would need a tool that could act as a 
conduit between their school and their family homes. This doctoral project represents 
the culmination of lessons learnt in my personal and professional lives, along with the 
influence of the inspiring visions and acts of the students at Kingham Hill School. 
While the research spotlight in this project has focused strongly on the Protocol, this 
project is underpinned by my desire to further the cause of children as 
intergenerational environmental change agents.  
1.2 Background and the problem 
The students from KHEG showed me that children are both willing and capable of 
leading environmental change in their schools and communities if given the 
opportunity. KHEG demonstrated that education can be both transformative and 
emancipatory, helping to move children from a state of inertia into aware, active 
citizens by encouraging and supporting them to take action on relevant social issues. 
However, the students’ experiences in KHEG also highlighted several concerns and 
issues that struck a chord with me: despite their successes as environmental change 
agents in their school the students were still restricted by school-based challenges 
such as timetabling and financial limitations; the students encountered adults within 
the school who were unsympathetic to their cause; and finally, the students did not get 
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the opportunity to use the Protocol to influence the environmental behaviour of the 
parents and siblings in their family homes. The reason for this was that after I left 
Kingham Hill School, the KHEG, under the management of another staff member, did 
not pursue the idea of the Protocol.  
 
While the Kingham Hill School experience involved only a small group of students in 
just one secondary school, the students’ attempts to bring environmental change to 
their school deepened my resolve to provide similar opportunities for other students. I 
was so inspired by what I had witnessed at Kingham Hill School that when I returned 
to Australia I was compelled to pursue a project that responded to the unanswered 
questions that remained from my time with KHEG: how can educators create 
opportunities for children to collaborate with adults to plan environmental strategies? 
What are some ways for educators to provide children with opportunities to become 
intergenerational environmental change agents specifically in their family homes? 
And finally, how effective is a tool like the Protocol in supporting children to become 
intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes?  
 
My time working with the students in KHEG made me aware that in order to answer 
these research questions, a project would be needed that breaks with traditional adult-
centric conventions, by allowing children to take the lead in environmental initiatives; 
provides children with an opportunity to become intergenerational environmental 
change agents in their family homes; furnishes children with access to an 
environmental education program (EEP) that can prepare them for their task of 
leading environmental change in their family homes; and gives children access to an 
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environmental education tool that acts as a conduit between their EEP and family 
home.  
1.3 Purpose behind the research project  
To address the research problem, the purpose of this doctoral research project was to 
provide a group of children with the opportunity to adopt the roles of 
intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes. I collaborated 
with the children to design a Protocol through which they would negotiate and sign up 
to goals that encouraged them and their family members to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner in their family homes.  
 
The Protocol potentially provides the conduit between the children and their family 
members so that the children could become intergenerational environmental change 
agents in their family homes. My goals were to determine the effectiveness of the 
Protocol in supporting the children to lead their family members to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner in their own homes, and understand the forces 
that might influence the children and their family members as they attempted to 
adhere to the goals of their Protocols. The purpose of this project was thus multi-
tiered: to provide a group of children with the opportunity to become intergenerational 
environmental change agents in their family homes; to give the same children the 
opportunity to share their wisdom and contribute to the findings of this project with 
adults; and to provide environmental educators and researchers with greater 
understandings of how they can effectively prepare and enable children to share in 
decision-making around global environmental issues; and be environmental change 
agents in their family homes.  
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1.4 The research questions 
In order to seek answers to the issues detailed in the above outlined problem space, 
the central research question driving this research is: 
How effective is a shared Protocol for enabling children to become intergenerational 
environmental change agents, fostering environmentally responsible behaviour in the 
family home?  
In order to shed light on this question, three supporting questions focused on the 
interactions within the family home:  
1. What took place in the negotiation and signing phases of the 
Protocol and what key forces influenced what took place in these 
phases?  
2. How did individuals ‘take up’ and/or respond to different roles and 
responsibilities brought about by the implementation of the 
Protocol and what key forces influenced their decisions?  
3. How sustainable were the changes facilitated by the Protocol in the 
family environmental practices and what key forces influenced the 
sustainability of these changes?  
1.5 Significance of this study 
This study is significant because it explores an area of environmental education that is 
not well developed: how to support children to become intergenerational 
environmental change agents in their family homes. If children are to be 
environmental change agents empowered to transform the world around them (Freire, 
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2003), educators need to provide children with the tools to support this quest. Prior 
research has shown that children’s participation in Environmental Education 
Programs (EEPs) can lead to discussions between the children and their parents about 
what took place in the EEPs and in some cases the children have influenced their 
parents to behave in a more environmentally responsible manner (Armstrong, 
Sharpley, & Malcolm, 2004; Ballantyne, Connell, & Fien, 2006; Ballantyne, Fien, & 
Packer, 2001a, 2001b; Duvall & Zint, 2007; Gronhoj & Thogersen, 2009; Larsson, 
Andersson, & Osbeck, 2010; Peterat & Mayer-Smith, 2006; Purnell, 2006b; Vaughan, 
Gack, Solorazano, & Ray, 2003).  
 
The Protocol, as the core tool of the current research is the cornerstone of such an 
EEP and thus, findings from the current study will provide insights into the 
educational, familial and social forces that influenced the effectiveness of the 
Protocol. Better understandings of children’s everyday lives (Larsson et al., 2010) will 
assist environmental educators to prepare EEPs that more effectively prepare children 
for the challenges of leading environmental change in their family homes and 
communities.  
 
The findings from this study also provide further insights into the role that critical 
pedagogy can play in environmental education. McLaren (2003) argues that the 
purpose of critical research is to empower the powerless and transform the existing 
social inequalities and injustices. It is an injustice that children are not provided 
opportunities to lead environmental change in their schools, family homes or 
communities. The use of critical theory sets this project apart in that it deliberately 
positions children as the leaders in the project, breaking with traditional models of 
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education in which children play a secondary role in decision-making around 
important social issues. This project is unique in environmental education research in 
that it is driven by the notion that educators and researchers need to do more to 
provide students with opportunities to be intergenerational environmental change 
agents specifically in their family homes. The project set out unapologetically to offer 
such an opportunity for a group of children to transform themselves into 
environmental change agents by encouraging their family members to become more 
environmentally responsible in and around their family homes. The discussion of the 
findings through a critical theory lens provides deeper understandings of the 
hegemonic forces at play in the lives of children and highlights the importance of 
educators understanding the plight of children and providing them with further 
opportunities to play leading roles in environmental education research. 
1.6 Research design and methodological framework 
This study uses a critical theory lens for the research design and in answering the 
research questions. Data collection was conducted using the Protocol, formal semi-
structured interviews and research field notes. The Protocol offered a straightforward 
means of supporting the children while also operating as a data-collection tool by 
which the success levels of the children as environmental change agents could be 
gauged. Critical researchers should seek to validate the life experiences of children by 
allowing them to speak about the happenings in their lives (Peterson, 2003), and the 
use of semi-structured interviews allowed me to question the participants about the 
implementation of the Protocol and everyday issues relevant to the process of 
implementation. Further, participants’ perspectives offered advice on the effectiveness 
of the Protocol and its educative value. Researcher field notes were useful as they 
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allowed me to reflect on my assumptions (Mertens, 2005; Rice & Ezzy, 1999) and 
triangulate with emerging themes from the data collection phases. 
 
An analytical framework supported the data analysis by focusing the researcher’s 
attention on the educational, familial and societal forces that influenced the 
participants’ actions during the study. The analytical framework particularly directed 
the researcher’s scrutiny towards the participants’ family structures and individual 
eco-political paradigms. The method of data analysis used in this study adhered to 
guidelines identified by Sarantakos (1993) including data reduction, data organisation 
and interpretation. Larsson et al. (2010) suggested that there is a need to conduct 
research that comprehensively seeks greater understandings of children and families’ 
everyday lives. This project was unique in that not only was it set in the family homes 
of the participants, but it was also based in the assumption that individuals are 
buffeted by powerful social, educational and familial forces that could hinder or 
enhance their chances of living more sustainably. Notably, the data analysis 
uncovered hegemonic forces that influenced the chances of children succeeding at 
being environmental change agents. This project began with the assumption that 
hegemonic forces are influential in the lives of children and as such, sought to 
understand these forces in order to free children to be leaders in sustainability 
initiatives. Thus, the research is positioned to build on findings from earlier research 
in the field. 
 
To reiterate, the problem space reveals that children need to be offered opportunities 
to adopt leading roles in environmental activism and research is needed to better 
understand the educational and social forces that influence their success in these 
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endeavours. A qualitative case study framed by critical theory underpins the research 
that proceeds from the belief that researchers need to seek ways for children to 
transform their lives and the lives of those around them by better understanding the 
hegemonic educational, familial and social forces at play in all of their lives.   
1.7 Key terms and operational definitions 
Prior to providing an overview of the organisational structure of the thesis, this 
section briefly describes the key terms in use throughout the dissertation. 
1.7.1 Protocol 
The Protocol is a negotiated family agreement that contains a set of environmental 
goals and timeframes agreed to by the family members. Throughout this dissertation, 
‘Protocol’ will be used with a capital letter. It was designed by students for this 
research project, and it formally ratifies an agreement reached through negotiation by 
each child and his or her family members on how they can live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner in their family home. Each family member was 
involved in the negotiation and subsequently agreed to the goals set out in the 
Protocol, showing agreement by signing the document. There are three main 
categories of goals from which the members of the family chose: ‘Physical’, 
‘Consumption’ and ‘Advocacy & Support’, as shown in Appendix A. The Participants 
negotiate and set goals that they try to achieve as family units in each category. 
Physical actions relate to physical items in and around the homes being added or 
altered due to the participants buying something new, building something new or 
making changes to existing physical items. For example, purchasing a water tank is 
considered a physical action, as is building a vegetable garden. ‘Consumption’ actions 
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relate to goals that the participants set themselves relating to their consumption and 
conservation of energy, water and other resources. For example, a Consumption goal 
would be planning to switch off all appliances when not in use or have shorter 
showers. Advocacy & Support goals relate to those actions that involved supporting 
or advocating for other pro-environmental individuals or organisations. For example, 
planning to financially support a conservation organisation or setting up networks 
with friends or colleagues around how to live more sustainably.  
 
The goals are set as immediate, short term, medium term or long term. Goals 
considered ‘Immediate’ are those goals that the participants would try to achieve 
within one to three days of signing the Protocol, or were already being achieved prior 
to the commencement of the Protocol. ‘Short-term’ goals are those that the 
participants would try to achieve within one to two weeks of signing the Protocol. 
‘Medium-term’ goals are those goals that the participants try to achieve within one to 
two months of signing the Protocol, while ‘Long-term’ goals are those that take up to 
three months or possibly longer to achieve after the Protocol was signed. 
1.7.2 Intergenerational environmental change agent 
An intergenerational environmental change agent attempts to bring about positive 
changes in the environmental behaviour of those around him or her (Fien, Neil, & 
Bentley, 2008), independent of the age of the person. Environmental change agents 
are children who have a desire to live sustainably and are motivated to influence 
others to adopt this way of living. In attempting to influence others, it is expected that 
the intergenerational environmental change agents will encounter opposition and 
some will struggle to bring about desired change (Costa, 2006). 
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1.7.3 Environmental education program (EEP) 
While the primary purpose of EEPs is to provide information on the plight of the 
environment (Gough, 2006), EEPs are also designed to empower children to take 
action on behalf of the environment and providing them with strategies to cope with a 
rapidly changing world (Chawla & Cushing, 2007). An EEP can be run from an 
Environmental Education Centre or classroom, and may involve overnight residential 
experiences for the children undergoing the EEP (Purnell, 2006a, 2006b). The EEP in 
this doctoral research project was implemented through the Year Nine Wilderness 
Studies class at Chevalier College. 
1.8 Organisation of the thesis 
The following section contains an overview of each of the remaining chapters in this 
thesis: Chapter 2, the literature review; Chapter 3, research design and methodological 
framework; Chapter 4, findings; Chapter 5, discussion; and Chapter 6, implications, 
recommendations and conclusions.  
 
Chapter 2 presents how the review of the literature helped to shape this research 
project. The chapter contains information on how, in response to policy writers and 
educational researchers, environmental educators have encouraged students to care for 
their future by taking ownership of environmental problems facing them. 
Subsequently, students have given opportunities to become environmental actors by 
thinking globally and acting locally. Despite evidence that students have the potential 
to influence their parents to live in a more environmentally responsible manner, little 
research has been conducted into how best to support children to become 
intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes. The chapter 
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demonstrates how little research has been conducted into the educational, familial and 
societal forces that influence children as they attempt to lead environmental change in 
their homes. Finally, the chapter demonstrates that critical theory provides a suitable 
framework with which to better understand the influence of hegemonic forces on 
individuals and that critical pedagogy supplies a means for educators to enable their 
students to challenge hegemonic forces by becoming action competent and eco-
literate. 
 
Please note that by exploring critical theory and critical pedagogy in the Literature 
Review chapter, I have chosen not to include a chapter exclusively given to exploring 
critical theory as a theoretical framework. My rationale for not including a separate 
chapter to explore critical theory is that I want to build a case to demonstrate that, 
from an ontological perspective, EE policies, pedagogy and research share common 
elements of critical theory and pedagogy. Significantly, the notion that children 
should be empowered to become environmental change agents by overcoming 
hegemonic forces in their lives is at the heart of EE policy development, research and 
critical theory and pedagogy. By linking EE policies, pedagogy and research and 
critical theory and pedagogy ontologically, I can then show in Chapter 3 how, from an 
epistemological perspective, I framed my research project with critical theory and 
critical pedagogy. In other words, the purpose of the Literature Review chapter is to 
highlight not only the gap in research around children as environmental change 
agents, but also the value in using critical theory to frame the current study.  
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The Research Design and Methodological Framework, Chapter 3, explains how 
critical theory shaped my decision to implement a qualitative case study design. The 
chapter outlines the rationale behind the choice of children from a secondary school 
and their family members as the participants, and details the data collection and 
analysis procedures. Ethical considerations are raised for data analysis. This chapter 
concludes with a discussion of the soundness of the findings. While Chapter 3 
explains the current study’s research design and methodological framework, 
contextualisation of the current study within the field of critical theory is contained in 
Chapter 2.  
 
Chapter 4 provides background information about the participants from this research 
project and the findings for the three supporting research questions: what took place 
in the negotiation and signing phases of the Protocol; how the participants took up or 
responded to the different roles and responsibilities brought about by the 
implementation of the Protocol; and the sustainability of the changes facilitated by the 
Protocol in the family environmental practices.  
 
In Chapter 5 the findings are discussed thematically in relation to the concepts of 
children as intergenerational environmental change agents and individuals attempting 
to live environmentally responsibly. The discussion takes into account previous 
research conducted into the impact of environmental education on family 
environmental practices and is grounded in critical theory and critical pedagogy.  
 
In Chapter 6 the implications and recommendations for school-based environmental 
educators are raised through the lens of critical pedagogy. Finally, the conclusion to 
 19 
the central research question is answered as to the effectiveness of the Protocol in 
supporting children to be intergenerational environmental change agents in their 
family homes. 
 
I have written Chapter 1 and Chapter 6 in the first person because these chapters 
allow me to reveal personal information about my pedagogy and myself. Writing in 
the first person allows me to create a more personal and familiar relationship with the 
reader. The other chapters demand that I ‘distance’ myself comparatively from the 
literature, data and data analysis, therefore the use of third person was more 
appropriate in these chapters. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review 
2.1 Introduction 
Global recognition of the plight of the environment has propelled Environmental 
Education into a frontline role in preparing children for an uncertain and quickly 
changing future. In Australia and internationally, Environmental Education policy 
writers provide schools with guidelines on how to furnish children with the 
knowledge, skills and motivation to be environmental actors and change agents. There 
is evidence that schools are responding to policy requirements by providing students 
with opportunities to take action on behalf of the environment in their schools and 
communities. However, there still exists a need for greater understanding of how to 
effectively support students to plan and lead environmental change initiatives, 
particularly in their family homes as intergenerational environmental change agents.  
 
Supporting children to become intergenerational environmental change agents is 
made more challenging for educators because, according to critical theorists, children 
are bombarded and manipulated by powerful educational, social and familial 
hegemonic forces (McLaren, 2003b). While critical pedagogy offers educators a 
means of empowering students to understand and negotiate these forces (Freire, 1975, 
2003), greater knowledge is needed about how these hegemonic educational, familial 
and societal forces influence environmental attitudes and behaviour. Critical theory 
provides a theoretical framework that allows researchers to better understand the 
influence of hegemonic forces on environmental attitudes and behaviour, and 
subsequently how these forces influence children’s efficacy as intergenerational 
environmental change agents. 
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This chapter reviews literature that highlights the focus of international and Australian 
Environmental Education policies on providing students with opportunities to not 
only act on behalf of the environment, but share in decision-making around important 
environmental issues. Literature is also reviewed that relates to the success that EEPs 
have had in supporting children to become environmental actors, and their potential to 
enable children to become intergenerational environmental change agents. Finally, 
literature is reviewed that relates to the hegemonic forces at play in the lives of 
children and their family members, and the role of critical pedagogy in educating 
children about how to navigate these forces in order to lead environmental change. 
Environmental education, critical theory and critical pedagogy are underpinned by the 
ontological belief that children are worthy of participating in social decision-making. 
Therefore, before discussing the findings from the literature around environmental 
education, critical theory and critical pedagogy, the first section of this chapter 
contextualises these findings in terms of global political and theoretical perceptions of 
children. 
2.2 Children: Worthy participants 
The campaign, by global and Australian environmental education policy writers and 
critical theorists, to provide children with understandings and skills to be 
environmental actors and change agents sits within a global campaign to uphold the 
rights of children to safety, freedom and decision-making around social issues 
relevant to them. The campaign was built around the ontological perception that 
children should not be treated as passive objects, but are instead worthy participants in 
society.  
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The movement towards defining and placing children as worthy participants in 
society began in the years just after World War II with the establishment of the United 
Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund. This fund committed to protecting 
the rights of children regarding their health, safety and freedom (UNICEF, n.d. a). 
However, it was the formation of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the 
Child in 1990 that signalled a momentous shift towards enhancing the participation 
rights for children (Smith, 2007). Of particular note was Article 12 of the Convention 
which stated, ‘Children have the right to say what they think should happen with 
adults are making decisions that affect them and to have their opinions taken into 
account’ (UNICEF, n.d. b). Article 12, with its insistence that children have the right 
to participate in decision-making is according to Shier (2001) one of the most radical 
and far-reaching aspects of the United Nations Convention. Article 17 of the 
Convention also established that children be provided with reliable information from 
the media in a mode that is understandable by them (UNICEF, n.d. b).  
 
These two UNICEF articles alone signify the desire by the international community to 
provide children with reliable information about relevant social issues and a voice in 
decision-making on these social issues. In fact, the convention changed the way that 
children were viewed and treated. From this moment on children were to be treated as 
human beings with a distinct set of rights instead of passive objects of care and 
charity (UNICEF, n.d. a).  The right to information is a key step in allowing a person 
to participate publicly in decision-making (Beder, 2006), and children should 
therefore be offered both information about important social issues and the right to 
make decisions about those issues.  
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Within the education arena, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child 
coincided with a push towards ‘child-centred pedagogy’ (Langford, 2010) in which 
children were viewed as active agents in their own learning (Ryan & Grieshaber, 
2005), requiring ‘freedom from adult authority to explore ideas independently and 
make sense of their world’ (Ryan, 2005, p. 99). Under what was to become known in 
some circles as the ‘new’ sociology of childhood educational researchers began to 
challenge the status quo that associates children with spontaneity, immaturity and lack 
of experience, rather than diversity, skills, knowledge and experience (Wilks & 
Rudner, 2013). In the 1950s Bloom (1956) created a framework for educational 
objectives for children. This framework was designed to upgrade a more than century-
old educational system in which students were considered highly functional and 
literate citizens if they could read and write well and had good basic understanding of 
mathematics (Jurin, 2012). With in the modern educational context, being an 
informed citizen means understanding the root causes of many societal problems 
(Jurin, 2012). Bloom (1956) urged educators to support students to move beyond 
simply remembering knowledge to understanding, applying, analysing, evaluating and 
finally, creating a coherent body of knowledge with new meaning.  
 
In light of the surge in educational policies underpinned by belief that the role of 
education is to empower students, researchers have sought to better understand the 
varying levels of commitment being made by schools around the process of 
empowering students. One means used by schools of empowering students is through 
processes that allow students to participate in decision-making processes within 
schools. Shier (2001) suggests that there are five levels of children’s participation in 
schools: ‘Children are listened to; Children are supported in expressing their views; 
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Children’s views are taken into account; Children are involved in decision-making 
processes; and Children share power and responsibility for decision-making’ (Shier, 
2001, p. 110). Shier (2001) concludes that in order for children to reach the final 
level, adults needed to explicitly commit to giving away some of their power. He 
notes, however, that there is no obligation under the United Nations Convention for 
adults to share power with children, and that decisions about how and when to share 
power must be based on risks and benefits of doing so (Shier, 2001). Clearly, 
children’s personalities and sense of autonomy need to be taken into consideration by 
adults when deciding on the level of participation that they are prepared to allow 
children to have in decision-making processes (Smith, 2007).  
 
The shift in paradigm in EE research has taken place within the context of, and as a 
result of changing perceptions of the rights and roles of children in education in 
general. Environmental education research has been dominated by the notion that 
children are passive objects to be measured, observed and interpreted by adults 
(Barratt Hacking, Cutter-Mackenzie, & Barratt, 2013). However, within the field of 
EE, adults have been challenged to adopt methodological approaches that allow 
children to become researchers in their own rights (Barratt Hacking et al., 2013). 
Traditional notions of childhood and childhood are rooted in the idea that 
development is a ‘staged process whether with respect to physical, moral, social, 
emotional or intellectual capacity’ (Lansdown, 2005, p. 9) in which adults lead 
children from incompetence to competence (Barratt Hacking, Cutter et al., 2013). 
However, there has been a growing interest in children’s participation in schools and 
schools, or student voice (Barratt Hacking et al., 2013), through which teachers have 
adopted pedagogies that allow children to share in decision-making with adults.  
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In conclusion, there has been a global movement to position children as rightfully 
deserving and capable of making decisions around social issues relevant to them. 
Under the umbrella of the United Nations, educators and educational researchers have 
been challenged to perceive children as worthy recipients of opportunities to 
participate in the shaping of decisions that have an impact on them and generations to 
come. The following sections discuss how environmental education policies, research, 
critical theory and critical pedagogy – underpinned by the ontological understanding 
of children as worthy participants in society – have shaped the focus of the current 
study to empower children to become intergenerational environmental change agents.  
2.3 Australian environmental education policy 
As early as the 1960s, there was recognition that there was an environmental crisis 
looming due to the growing world population and the depletion of world resources, 
and that education was a valuable means of providing students with a scientific 
understanding of the issues involved (Gough, 2006). Governments from many 
countries reached an agreement that the earth was being damaged by overpopulation, 
pollution, urban erosion, natural resource depletion and loss of ecosystems 
(Curriculum Development Centre [CDC], 1977). Food security for a burgeoning 
world population also became a major concern for developed and developing 
countries (Esnouf, Bricas, & Russel, 2013). In response to the emergence of the 
global environmental crisis, governments set about creating policies and initiatives 
that could support educators to inspire students to understand more deeply the plight 
of the environment and develop ways to take action on behalf of the environment. The 
following section reviews literature on some of the key policies and initiatives 
underpinning environmental education in Australia, with particular focus on the 
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vision that Australian policy writers express for children and the roles that children 
could play in understanding and protecting the environment. Australian environmental 
education policy has been shaped by global trends in environmental education policy 
development. Therefore, before describing Australian environmental education policy 
development, reference is made to policy movements in the international domain. 
2.3.1 Global environmental education policy 
At a global level, a major milestone in the development of EE policy was the Decade 
of Education for Sustainable Development (DESD). Commenced in January 2005, 
DESD signalled a uniting of the countries of the developed world in a common quest 
to create a sustainable future for all humans. The plan was to develop a holistic, 
interdisciplinary approach to educating children about the plight of the environment 
that focused on the knowledge and skills needed for a sustainable future, as well as 
changes in values, behaviour and lifestyle (Gough, 2004). DESD was, however, 
predicated on EE policy development in many countries from around the world.  
 
At the international level national planning to develop comprehensive policies for EE 
existed in rudimentary form, or may have been implicit in environmental education 
(Wheeler, 1977). Many countries – through their environmental co-ordinating bodies 
– were preparing to EE policies. In 1968 the Swedish National Board of Education 
appointed a special committee to examine and devise the national curriculum with a 
view to increasing the emphasis and scope of EE in schools. Major curriculum 
program development for all primary and secondary grades was carried out 
subsequently (CDC, 1977). In the USA, the introduction of the Environmental 
Education Act on the 22nd April 1970, helped to drive improvement of EEPs in that 
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country (Wheeler, 1977). Likewise, in the United Kingdom a government department 
of the Environment was created in 1970. This department followed in the footsteps of 
the Council of Environmental Education (CEE), which was created in 1965 and was 
designed to co-ordinate the work of over forty organisations and professional bodies 
concerned with environmental education. Given that it was not a government body, it 
was curtailed by lack of sufficient funds and staff (Wheeler, 1977). 
  
1970 was a pivotal time in the development of EE policy, with the International 
Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCNNR) and the 
United Nations taking the steps of defining the notion of EE (CDC, 1977). IUCNNR 
defined EE as the process of recognising values and clarifying concepts in order to 
develop skills and attitudes necessary to understand and appreciate the 
interrelatedness among man, his culture and his biophysical surroundings. 
Environmental education also entails practice in decision-making and self-formulating 
of a code of behaviour about issues concerning environmental quality. In the initial 
draft of the United Nations Environmental Education Act of 1970, EE was defined as 
an integrated process which deals with man’s interrelationship with his natural and 
man-made surroundings, including the relation of population growth, pollution, 
resource allocation and depletion, conservation, technology, and urban and rural 
planning to the total human environment. Environmental education was defined as the 
study of the factors influencing ecosystems, mental and physical health, living and 
working conditions, decaying cities, and population pressures. Environmental 
Education was intended to promote among citizens the awareness and understanding 
of the environment our relationship to it, and the concern and responsible action 
necessary to assure our survival and to improve the quality of life (CDC, 1977). 
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Common to both definitions was the belief that EE should support students and 
citizens to understand the interrelationship between the health of the environment and 
their own values and cultures. This relationship between human values and caring for 
the environment was to become a cornerstone of all future international EE policies.   
 
In 1972 the United Nations convened a Conference on the Human Environment in 
Stockholm that produced an immense sense of urgency about the environmental and 
developmental issues. This led to the establishment of the joint UNESCO-UNEP 
Environmental Education Program and convened the Belgrade International 
Workshop on Environmental Education in October, from 13 - 22 October 1975 (CDC, 
1977). The principle aims of the Belgrade Workshop were to review and discuss 
trends and emerging issues in environmental education and to formulate guidelines 
and recommendations for furthering environmental education internationally. In 
response to the United Nations Declaration for a New International Economic Order, 
the charter laid down principles and guidelines for worldwide environmental 
education. Two key principles arrived at at the workshop were that EE should 
consider the environment in its totality, including natural, human-made, ecological, 
political, economic, technological, social, legislative, cultural and aesthetic, and that 
EE should emphasis active participation in preventing and solving environmental 
problems (UNESCO, 1976).  
 
Another change in the direction of international EE policy occurred as a result of the 
Intergovernmental Conference on Environmental Education, held in Tbilisi 14–26 
October, 1977. The conference determined that taking environmental action required 
taking into consideration the socio-economic factors behind the problems facing the 
environment. Significantly, the conference also ratified the resolution that EE should 
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take into consideration specialists and non-specialists – including children – to 
become well informed participants in the preservation and improvement of the 
environment. The conference attendees recommended that EE lead to better two-way 
contact between the physical and social environment to make people more closely 
involved in their surroundings. The conference determined that EE should be 
integrated into the whole system of formal education at all levels to provide 
knowledge, understanding, values and skills needed by the general public for their 
participation in devising solutions to environmental questions. Importantly, it was 
decided that EE should help create an awareness of the economic, political and 
ecological interdependence of the modern world (UNESCO, 1978).  
Another pivotal event that influenced the direction of global EE policy was the 
creation of a document by the Secretariat of UNESCO and Secretariat of the United 
Nations Environment Program (UNEP) in preparation for the UNESCO-UNEP 
International Congress on Environmental Education and Training, held in Moscow, 
USSR, 17–23 August, 1987. The document contained two parts: a section looking 
back at the Tbilisi recommendations and a section looking forward into the 1990s. 
Authors of the document argued that a key ‘reality’ facing the world was that 
preventing environmental problems could not rely solely on technological 
development but also on values, attitudes and behaviour of individuals and groups in 
respect of their environment. One of the actions recommended by the authors for the 
international community was that research was needed that would find out what 
shapes attitudes and values in respect to the environment and its associated problems 
(UNESCO-UNEP, 1987). Another action recommended was the development of new 
teaching aids, particularly capable of organising the requisite knowledge in ways that 
are more representative of real environmental issues.  
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In 1992, at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, the themes of values-based education 
and innovative pedagogy were once again deemed to be highly worthwhile and 
pursuable. Representatives from the 179 governments that attended the Earth Summit 
agreed that human development aspirations were on a collision course, and therefore 
‘sustainable development’ should become the overarching framework within which 
policy should be formulated and enacted. In Agenda 21, arising from the Earth 
Summit, governments were recommended to create policies that conflated 
environmental and develop EE that used an amalgam of innovative and traditional 
pedagogies (Selby, 2006). Likewise, in the Rio International NGO Forum held in the 
same year, one of the key Principles articulated held that EE is not neutral but is 
value-based. It is an act of social transformation (UNCED, 1992).  
 
Strikingly, UNESCO policy writers perceived education to be both a contributor and 
solution to the global problems facing humankind. Subsequently they argued that in 
recognition of the dual role of education there was a need for there to be a 
collaborative approach in which education is seen as a means of giving young people 
a chance for a sustainable future (Pavlova, 2013). The transition from the term 
environmental education to education for sustainable development started in the 
1980s and by the 1997 UNESCO conference in Thessaloniki (Pavlova, 2013). The 
attendees at the Thessaloniki conference reaffirmed the importance of education that 
integrated social, economic, cultural, political and conservation goals in order to 
create a sustainable society in which all aspects of civic and personal life are 
compatible with sustainable development (UNESCO, 1997). In 2004, the World 
Summit on Sustainable Development, Johannesburg, proposed a Decade for 
Sustainable Development (DESD), which subsequently began in March 2005. Of 
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particular note is the inclusion of an initiative that focused on respect for the human 
rights of future generations and a commitment to intergenerational responsibility 
(Selby, 2006).  
 
In conclusion, environmental education has been recognised by the international 
community as a key means of supporting citizens to create a sustainable future. A 
common feature of the various global environmental education policies is the need to 
create innovative EEPs that focus on human values, and involve innovative 
approaches that include educational institutions, students and their families. The 
notion of governments, industries, education and citizens having a collective 
responsibility for ‘caring for the future’, has been embraced at an international level 
and so too in Australia. In the next section, the development of EE in Australia will be 
briefly discussed, with particular focus on the elevation of schools and students onto 
the front line of responsibility for caring for the future.  
2.3.2 ‘Caring for our future’ 
In 2007, a defining moment in EE took place when, in response to the DESD, the 
Australian Government created a strategy called ‘Caring for Our Future’. The authors 
of the strategy document identified a need for environmental educators to support 
students to understand the complexity of caring for the environment, by appreciating 
the need to balance competing interests, including the inter-related social, economic 
and environmental challenges (Department of the Environment & Heritage [DEH], 
2007). Importantly, the strategy recommended that children be allowed to genuinely 
participate in decision-making, and further that effective ESD initiatives were needed 
that incorporate an understanding of the barriers and opportunities that exist in 
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different sectors (DEH, 2007). Ultimately, according to the authors of the ‘Caring for 
our Future’ strategy, its success rests on ‘the ability and willingness of people across 
all walks of life to make informed decisions at work and in their homes and to take 
responsibility for their impact on the quality of life of other people, locally and 
globally’ (DEH, 2007, p. 9). The authors of the strategy felt that the greatest challenge 
facing the success of the strategy was finding ‘new and innovative ways to engage all 
Australians in the common task of ‘Caring for our Future’ (DEH, 2007, p. 9).  
 
It is important to note that the ‘Caring for our Future’ strategy and its recognition of 
the importance of involving children in environmental decision-making, evolved out 
of the previous thirty years of Australian Environmental Education policy and the 
creation of the Curriculum Development Centre (CDC).  
 
In 1970 the Australian Academy of Science held a conference on the environmental 
crisis facing the globe and the role that Education could play in light of the crisis. The 
purpose of the conference was twofold: to inquire into the extent to which educational 
authorities especially in Australia had responded to the perceived crisis by introducing 
new educational programs; and to bring about an exchange of views on the 
responsibilities of educational institutions and the mass media in relation to the 
environmental crisis facing the world. Crucially, the conference reported that although 
some conservation education was included in primary schools in each State, where 
were no specific programs in secondary schools for EE in any State, and no EE was 
included in teacher training programs. Notably, the conference revealed that there was 
a general lack of co-ordination among the many institutions and agencies involved in 
different aspects of environmental education (CDC, 1977). In response, the Australian 
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Federal Government established a special committee of the CDC to carry out an 
investigation to identify the bodies, other than schools, currently conducting EEPS; to 
determine the nature and extent of environmental education programs conducted by 
these bodies and by schools; to identify the major areas of need; and to obtain 
opinions on what action might be taken by the CDC to meet these needs (CDC, 1977). 
The CDC recommended that EE Consultants and EE Information Centres be put in 
place in urban and regional areas so that schoolteachers could be supported to 
translate the general aims of EE into specific classroom activities (CDC, 1977).  
 
The CDC formulated several key environmental education plans, which included 
helping students to not only become more aware of environmental issues, but 
significantly, to develop the skills and motivation for actively participating in 
environmental improvement and protection.  
 
The aims of environmental education formulated by the CDC in 1975 were: 
• to help students acquire an awareness of and sensitivity to the total 
environment; 
• to help students to develop a basic understanding of the total 
environment and the interrelationships of man and the environment; 
• to help students develop the skills for investigating the total 
environment and for identifying and solving environmental problems; 
• to help students acquire social values and strong feelings of concern 
for the environment; 
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• to help students acquire the motivation for actively participating in 
environmental improvement and protection; 
• to help students identify alternative approaches and make informed 
decisions about the environment based on ecological, political, 
economic, social and aesthetic factors; 
• to provide students with opportunities to be actively involved at all 
levels in working towards the resolution of environmental problems. 
(Greenhall, 1980). 
At the heart of the CDC’s aims was the desire to position children not only as leaders, 
but also as people who are capable of understanding the issues at hand and able to 
solve the environmental problems that humans face. The phrase ‘at all levels’ implies 
that children should share in decision-making processes at a school level and beyond, 
but the majority of the CDC’s aims were focused on knowledge development, 
awareness raising and active participation on behalf of the environment; there was no 
elaboration on what ‘at all levels’ actually meant. Meanwhile, in Australia, at the time 
of publication of the CDC’s aims for schools, there was still an undercurrent of belief 
that decision-making would still be more appropriate for adults than children and that 
schools should focus on increasing the children’s knowledge on the plight of the 
environment (Greenhall, 1987). The aims of the CDC indicated a desire by the 
designers to involve children in working towards resolving environmental problems. 
However, what was noticeably missing from the CDC aims was specific reference to 
positioning children as leaders in the decision-making processes around 
environmental initiatives.  
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Significantly, the CDC had recognised that in order to act on behalf of the 
environment, children needed to understand the social, political and economic forces 
that had contributed to the problem. Recognition by the CDC that children should take 
into account social, political and economic forces when analysing the plight of the 
environment is a vital first step in preparing the children for active participation in 
resolving environmental issues. By recognising these forces, the children can develop 
insights into the complex nature of human interactions with the environment and the 
social, political and economic implications of taking action on behalf of the 
environment.  
 
In 2000, the DEH adopted a national action plan that acknowledged the presence of 
and influence of social and economic forces on peoples’ values and attitudes towards 
caring for the environment. Indeed, DEH argued that individuals – including children 
– should be able to live in harmony with social and economic goals (DEH, 2000). 
Once again, as with the CDC’s recommendations, DEH (2000) recommended that 
innovative EE resource materials should be created that would provide students with 
knowledge, values and skills to take appropriate action on behalf of the environment 
(DEH, 2000). It must be noted that this action plan had wide ramifications, leading to 
the development of the National Environmental Education Council in July 2001; the 
National Environmental Education Network in May 2001; and the Australian 
Research Institute in Education for Sustainability December 2003 (Tilbury, 2006). 
Each of these institutions were assigned responsibility for maintaining EE on the radar 
of teachers in all Australian states and formed the building blocks to the ‘Caring for 
our Future’ strategy.  
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In a nutshell, the goals of the ‘Caring for our Future’ strategy ask educators to support 
children to understand the complexity of the challenges facing them as they attempt to 
act on behalf of the environment. The focus on the social and economic aspects of the 
environment were common in both the ‘Caring for our Future’ and CDC initiatives. 
What stands out in the ‘Caring for our Future’ document is the broadening a definition 
of ‘social’ by also referring to the need for individuals to make informed decisions at 
work and in their homes, taking responsibility for their impact on the quality of life of 
other people (DEH, 2007). The inclusion of the workplace and homes is significant 
because it takes the focus of environmental education from the confines of schools 
into the everyday life worlds of the students and their family members. Interestingly, 
the authors of the ‘Caring for our Future’ document also acknowledged that in order 
to broaden the scope of environmental education there would be a need to find new 
and innovative ways to engage all Australians in the common task of taking 
responsibility for caring for the environment. Also significant is the fact that the 
inclusion of ‘all Australians’ and their workplaces and homes in the strategy is a 
challenge to environmental educators to broaden their scope of practice to include 
innovative programs that allow children to take the influence of the EEPs into their 
homes and thus family members’ lives.  
 
Another goal of the ‘Caring for our Future’ documents is the desire to position 
children as decision-makers around environmental initiatives. The CDC does not 
specifically refer to the need for children to participate in decision-making. However, 
it does challenge environmental educators to involve children at all levels in working 
towards resolving environmental problems, and the term ‘at all levels’ could be seen 
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to include children sharing planning and decision-making with adults on how best to 
solve environmental problems facing them and their communities. 
2.3.3 Children taking ownership of the problem 
The CDC and ‘Caring for our Future’ policies direct educators to instill in children an 
understanding of the complexity of the world’s environmental problems, and provide 
opportunities to plan and act on these environmental problems in their own 
communities and family domains. In order to support schools to assist their students 
to take plan and act on environmental problems facing them, the Australian 
Government established the Australian Sustainable Schools Initiative (AuSSi) 
(WalterTurnbull, 2010).  
 
AuSSi aims to support teachers to improve students' understanding of the complexity 
of the world in which they live by developing their knowledge, critical thinking 
skills, values and capacity to participate in decision- m a k i n g  about 
environmental, social, and economic development issues. Trialled in New South 
Wales and Victoria in 2002 (Davis & Ferreira, 2009), a review of AuSSi reiterated the 
importance of schools providing students with skills and understandings that link the 
environment to socio-cultural issues; and build partnerships between schools and 
families (Henderson & Tilbury, 2004). AuSSi also encourages students to share 
ownership of sustainability initiatives and decision-making, working in partnership 
with local communities (Department of Sustainability, 2002). Two of the goals of 
AuSSi are ‘Young people sharing ownership of sustainability initiatives and decision-
making’ and ‘Learning and teaching for sustainability as an integral component of 
school curriculum’ (WalterTurnbull, 2010, p. 7). One of AuSSi’s areas of activity is 
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Teaching and Learning, and the authors point towards a need to shift towards student 
leadership and ownership of projects and activities, putting decision-making and 
responsibility for outcomes in the hands of the participants (ARIES, 2009). 
 
Poignantly, the authors of AuSSi challenge environmental educators to allow children 
to examine and question the underlying assumptions that exist in the world. Through 
‘looking beneath the symptoms of unsustainable practice’ (ARIES, 2009, p. 3), the 
children are expected to acknowledge the practices that they have come to accept as 
normal and the negative impact that these practices may be having on the 
environment. In 2005, in response to the UN’s DESD, the Department of the 
Environment and Heritage (DEH) produced a document that echoed the goals of 
AuSSi by challenging educators to produce EEPs that involve the whole school, 
including parents; and that allowed students to take action on behalf of the 
environment by examining and changing their personal lifestyles, and if required, 
challenging preconceived social and economic ideas (DEH, 2005).  Crucial to the 
DEH’s document was the plea that teachers provide opportunities for students to 
make a difference by connecting them to the local environment and beyond, and by 
providing them with opportunities to respond to their own environmental concerns or 
curiosity (DEH, 2005).   
 
The aims of AuSSi are similar to those of ‘Caring for Our Future’ in that AuSSi 
encourages teachers to provide their students with greater understanding of the 
complexity of the world in which they live, enhanced knowledge and skills; and a 
share in decision-making on environmental initiatives. AuSSi’s strong focus on the 
importance of children examining and questioning the underlying assumptions and 
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symptoms of unsustainable practice (Australian Research Institute for Environment 
and Sustainability, 2009) is significant because it challenges educators to create 
opportunities for children to enhance their environmental literacy levels through 
critical investigation of their surroundings, including their family homes.  
 
The introduction of the Australian Curriculum in all states and territories of Australia 
in 2014 heralded a major national initiative designed to provide children with school-
based opportunities to think critically about the world around them and the impact 
that their lifestyles have on the planet. In the 2000s calls grew louder for a shift in the 
focus of education from information dissemination to critical reflection and 
development of skills to tackle the root causes of environmental problems (Tilbury, 
2006). The Australian Curriculum is certainly founded on these principles of critical 
reflection and skill-development. Likewise, there existed in Australia in the 1990s a 
tension around whether EE should be taught separately to other subjects or across the 
curriculum (Gough, 2011). The designers of the Australian Curriculum settled on the 
latter.  
 
Involving all children from Foundation to Year 10, the Australian Curriculum 
includes not only learning areas but more significantly, cross-curriculum priorities 
and general capabilities that teachers are expected to develop when planning learning 
sequences for their students (Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting 
Authority [ACARA], 2014). Sustainability is one of the three cross-curriculum 
priorities in the Foundation to Year 10 Australian Curriculum is Sustainability. 
Significantly, teachers are expected to incorporate sustainability issues across the Key 
Learning Areas of study and in doing so, encourage their students to take informed 
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action to support more sustainable patterns of living through consideration of 
environmental, social, cultural and economic systems and their interdependence 
(ACARA, 2014).  
 
Along with teaching environmental education in their classrooms, teachers are also 
expected to build some vitally important general student capabilities such as an 
awareness of the perspectives of others; an understanding of the role of advocacy in 
contemporary society through a critique of social constructs; and social management 
and leadership skills including the ability to initiate and manage successful social and 
communal activities (ACARA, 2014). By critiquing social constructs, the children are 
expected to analyse their own social norms and the impact that these norms are having 
on the environment. The Australian Curriculum represents the convergence of the 
aims of the policies of the CDC, ‘Caring for Our Future’ and AuSSI. Australian 
classroom teachers are now mandated to provide children with opportunities to 
critically evaluate the plight of the environment through a reflexive lens, taking into 
consideration the complexity of the environmental problems facing humanity. 
2.3.4 Summary 
Governments and policy writers have responded to the environmental crisis facing 
humankind by challenging teachers to provide opportunities for students to care for 
the future by taking ownership of environmental problems. Significantly, teachers are 
being called to provide their students with knowledge about environmental problems 
and skills for taking action on behalf of the environment in their schools, families and 
communities. Equally, teachers are being asked to adopt innovative practices that 
allow students to better understand the underlying social causes of environmental 
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problems. The following section will focus on what teachers, environmental educators 
and researchers have done in response to the call to allow children to take action on 
behalf of the environment. 
2.4 Environmental education  
Environmental Education policy makers have responded to the environmental crisis 
facing humankind by calling on educators to design programs to inspire children to 
take action on behalf of the environment in the contexts of the students’ daily-lived 
domains (ACARA, 2014). A major aim of environmental education is to provide 
children with opportunities to take action on local environmental problems while 
developing understanding of the global implications of the problems that they are 
facing and giving them opportunities to help in developing solutions to these 
problems (Jensen, 2002). However, there has also arisen in the field of environmental 
education a desire by educators not only to provide children with opportunities to 
share with adults in decision-making processes around environmental issues, but also 
an awareness of the potential of children to influence adults to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner (Duvall & Zint, 2007). This section reviews 
literature regarding Australian and international environmental education programs 
and research.  
2.4.1 Children as environmental actors 
In order to take action on an environmental issue Jensen (2002) argues that children 
should be equipped with action-oriented knowledge. Jensen further argues that there 
are four dimensions of action-oriented knowledge. The first dimension concerns itself 
with knowing what kind of environmental problem exists and the effects of that 
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problem. The second dimension pertains to understanding why the environmental 
problem exists, including the root causes and social factors influencing human 
behaviour. The third dimension relates to how children can change existing 
infrastructures and behaviour in order to solve the environmental problem. This may 
involve children focusing on the correlation between the site’s infrastructure and the 
environmental problem present in the site, and includes school, workplace or local 
community. The fourth dimension is developing a vision for a more positive future, 
seeing real possibilities for forming and developing dreams and ideas for the future in 
relation to life, work, family and society.  
 
Jensen’s (2002) four dimensions of action-oriented knowledge are important because 
if action is sought on an environmental problem, then the cause of the problem has to 
be uncovered and scrutinised in terms of the social factors that have caused the 
problem. Thus, children could be expected to analyse their own lifestyles and norms 
and the impact that these have on the environmental problem in question. 
Interestingly, in the third dimension Jensen identifies the need to focus on school, 
workplace or local community but fails to mention the family domain. This is notable 
given that the fourth dimension speaks of the importance of creating a vision that 
pertains to life, work, family and society. Nevertheless, what is important is that 
Jensen’s dimensions of action-oriented knowledge demand that children look at their 
own actions and life worlds in order to seek the origins of the environmental problems 
facing humanity.  
 
Several research projects highlight the importance of action-oriented knowledge in 
environmental education. Jensen (2002) conducted research with a group of 
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secondary school students at their school in Jaegerspris, Denmark. The pupils took 
part in an environmental education project where they were required to develop their 
own visions for environmental initiatives in their town, and develop action plans in 
order to realise the visions. The students analysed the town’s infrastructure and 
environmental practices, identified places for action and then took action in several 
ways. They sent applications to the local government suggesting improvements in 
current practices; they conducted litter-cleaning programs in the local streets; and 
wrote articles for the local newspaper on environmental topics. The pupils 
individually and collectively engaged in direct and indirect actions.  
 
Jensen (1995) argues that traditional knowledge about the environment is typically 
not action-oriented and thus does not often provide insights into the root causes of 
environmental problems. In the Jaegerspris project, however, the pupils learned about 
the role of local government and how authorities deal with environmental problems in 
the community. By developing deeper understandings of how local government 
operates, the children identified that government authorities can in fact be part of the 
environmental problems through their structures and rules. For example, Jaegerspris’ 
road speed limits were deemed by the students to be contributing to congestion and 
pollution problems in the town and therefore the students took action to have the 
speeds reduced. Thus, the children in the Jaegerspris project had a rare insight into the 
role of politics in the management of environmental issues. These children not only 
developed knowledge about local environmental problems, but significantly, gained 
insights into the role of politics in managing environmental problems. By having the 
opportunity to speak to the adults who were charged with managing the 
environmental problems in their area, the children showed that they could in fact 
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influence these adults to change council practices. These children were able to design 
and manage a complex project because they felt ownership of the project. They were 
exposed to local problems and exposed to the skills and responsibilities needed to 
solve these problems (Hart, 1992).  
 
In a separate school-based project conducted by Jensen (2002), another group of 
secondary school children were offered the opportunity to learn about local 
environmental problems and through sharing power with local authorities, take action 
on behalf of these problems. At the Research Program for Environmental Education at 
the Danish University of Education, secondary school students were asked to identify 
environmental problems in their local areas, decide on actions that would bring about 
positive change to the problems, and take action to rectify the problems. Some of the 
students focused on a local lake that they discovered was polluted. They decided to 
conduct a litter clean-up around the lake, present their findings in a report to local 
newspapers, report to the National Waterways Project co-coordinator, report to the 
local council and make a submission to local council about the management of the 
parks that surround most of the lake. The litter that the students found in and around 
the lake represented to them a wider, global issue, namely human consumerism and 
waste.  
 
The students came to the conclusion that in order to effect real change regarding the 
lake’s environmental problem they would also need to take into account their own 
lifestyles and how these lifestyles were contributing to the lake’s problem. The 
students realised that in order to solve the particular environmental problem of a local 
polluted lake, they would need to bring about a change in attitudes and behaviour of 
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both themselves and those around them. By accepting responsibility for local 
environmental problems the students were taking the first steps towards transforming 
themselves and those around them. Ferreira (2013) states that it is the role of 
environmental educators to provide students with opportunities for transformation 
into informed and active environmental citizens. To make this transformation 
possible, educators need to view children as ‘young citizens’, with the strengths and 
competencies to participate in environmental activities (Barratt & Barratt, 2008).  
 
By becoming informed and active, children are more likely to choose a new path. The 
children who participated in the Research Program for Environmental Education at 
the Danish University of Education indeed chose a new path of action through the 
opportunity that they were given to become informed and active around a local 
environmental problem confronting them and their community. The children were 
given an opportunity by adults to choose an environmental issue relevant to them, 
rather than be manipulated into focusing on an environmental issue chosen by adults.  
What is significant about the findings from the Research Program for Environmental 
Education is that the students were able to focus on direct action by facing the 
underlying social, political and economic structures that contributed to the lake’s 
environmental problems. Birdsall (2010) claims that in order to make decisions that 
affect the future, children need to take into account both environmental and social 
ideas. In the Research Program for Environmental Education the students looked 
beyond the lake’s environmental symptoms to the social causes. Rather than tell the 
students what to do the researchers transparently shared the power with the students 
regarding the design and implementation of their environmental action plans: the 
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students were able to make up their own minds about the environmental problem that 
they would address and the actions that they would take.  
 
The project showed that students are capable of identifying critical truths about the 
world (Fleischer, 2011). By accepting personal responsibility for the problems facing 
an area within their local environment, Jensen’s (2002) participating students 
demonstrated that they were capable of understanding the role of personal and social 
norms and traditional modes of living on the health of the environment. In order to 
identify what should be done to solve the specific problem of the lake’s environment, 
the students identified the wider cause of the problem, namely human lifestyles and 
mores. Cutter-Mackenzie and Smith (2003) argue that in order to critically engage 
with environmental problems children need to interrogate the interconnected layers of 
practices, trends, and assumptions upon which their lifestyles are built. Hart (1992) 
argues that children need to be given opportunities to reflect and act upon their lives. 
Otherwise, children may find it difficult to develop as competent human beings and 
find meaningful roles in society (Hart, 1992). Through investigating an environmental 
problem the students in Jensen’s Research Program were able to critically analyse 
their own lifestyles and practices and the connection between these ways of living on 
a local environmental problem.  
 
Fleischer (2011) argues that researchers need to provide children with opportunities to 
explain the social causes of environmental problems and develop ways to resolve 
them, and the students in Jensen’s research program were indeed given such an 
opportunity. Crucially, the students were able to arrive at a sense of collective 
responsibility for the problems facing the lake. While the students may not have 
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contributed to the lake’s problems through their direct actions, they were able to 
empathise with the cause of the pollution: waste left over from human consumption. 
This critical engagement enabled them to set about changing both their own and 
others’ environmental attitudes and behaviour.  
 
Jensen’s (2002) research shows that for children to successfully transform themselves 
into environmental actors they need to recognise the causes of environmental 
problems and adopt a collective and collaborative stance. However, before attempting 
to change the environmental behaviour of others, children should understand what 
motivates and impedes environmentally responsible behaviour (Prabawa-Sear & 
Baudains, 2011). In order to support children as environmental actors and change 
agents, teachers need to help students to better understand the motivations and 
barriers to environmentally responsible behaviour.  
 
Prabawa-Sear and Baudains designed a study to uncover children’s motivations and 
barriers to long-term environmental behaviour change through investigating the 
children’s experiences, sense of themselves and perceptions of their roles as children 
in society. The project involved 31 Year 11 and Year 12 students participating in 
formal environmental education at a Western Australian secondary college. The 
students learned about environmental issues in the EEP and then set about 
implementing actions in the school, community and home. The researchers found that 
school-based EEPs can provide children with an opportunity to actively and 
authentically participate, not only in evaluating their current programs, but also in 
designing solutions and working with adults to implement change. The study reported 
that environmental behaviour is more difficult to change than environmental attitudes. 
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Some of the students commented that some actions were easy to agree with but harder 
to do. For example, the students reported that actions like recycling were easy 
behaviours to agree to change and maintain, while agreeing to buy eco-friendly 
products proved much easier than actually buying the eco-friendly products.  
 
Analysis of the data from Prabawa-Sear and Baudains’ project highlighted four 
variables that influenced the children’s ability to change to more environmentally 
responsible behaviours: personal perspectives, social influences, environmental 
education and barriers such as social trends, lack of infrastructure and lack of 
outcomes. Students were often aware of the barriers but often struggled to overcome 
them.  When asked why he found it difficult to achieve some of the environmental 
goals that he had set himself, a participant replied, ‘I don’t see the point in just me 
doing it. If I knew everyone was doing it, then I’d do it. Otherwise you feel a bit 
ripped off, like you’re busting your guts and no-one else is doing it’ (Prabawa-Sear & 
Baudains, 2011, p. 225). This student’s response represented one of the barriers to 
behavioural change identified in the project, and that is the influence of social trends. 
The participant felt isolated from what his or her peers were doing and was therefore 
less inclined to take pro-environmental action. Other participants in the study reported 
that when attempting to take environmental action in the school, they needed to feel 
the support and encouragement of their teachers. Some of the students in the project 
went so far as to say that they were frustrated by the lack of interest in their project by 
some of the school staff.  
 
What is important to note from the research conducted by Prabawa-Sear and Baudains 
is that if environmental educators are going to provide students with opportunities to 
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be environmental actors in their schools and communities, the educators need to 
ensure that the children feel valued, supported and part of a collective effort. 
Strategies need to be put in place that mitigate the chances of the children feeling 
isolated or discouraged by the challenges that they face as they attempt to bring about 
environmental change in their schools and communities.  
 
The study by Prabawa-Sear and Baudains (2011) found that the children, when 
attempting to be environmental actors, greatly valued the support and encouragement 
of adults. The finding is echoed in Andersen’s (2014) evaluation of an Environmental 
Education Centre (EEC) leaders’ camp, where a group of students from several 
government secondary schools participated in 3-day environmental leadership camp, 
called the Youth Environmental Network Eco-Leadership Camp. During the camp, 
the students learned about the plight of the environment and designed action plans on 
behalf of the environment in their schools. The students then returned to their schools 
and enacted the plans. During follow-up interviews, many students reported that their 
visions for action at the school level did not succeed if their teachers were not 
supportive. When asked why she failed to successfully complete her environmental 
action plan in her school, one of the students replied, ‘It is power. It is hard to get 
something across when you are only a student’. Some students shared this feeling of 
powerless, while others experienced a level of success in achieving action plans. In 
one case, a student created a vision for a school environmental group and recognised 
the impact of having a supportive teacher: ‘Without her it would definitely be very 
hard to do’. The students from Andersen’s (2014) study revealed the students’ 
awareness of the importance of holding power if they were to succeed in being 
environmental actors in their schools. Without the support of their teachers, the 
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students felt powerless to bring about environmental change in their schools. Arnstein 
(1969) believes that the greatest level of participation that children can engage in is 
when they initiate and share decisions with adults. The students in the EEC evaluation 
(Andersen, 2014) indeed initiated and shared decision-making with the centre’s staff.  
 
Findings from the studies by Prabawa-Sear and Baudain (2011) and Andersen (2014) 
are significant because they reinforce the importance of adult support for children’s 
action plans. In both projects the children attempted to enact action plans within their 
schools, communities or homes. A common feature of both projects was the clear 
message that if children are to successfully change their behaviour and that of those 
around them they need support and encouragement from adults. A participant in the 
Andersen’s study reported that she lacked the power to bring about change in her 
school. What is notable is that she linked the ability to take action in her school 
environment with the limited amount of power she had as an individual, which 
diminished her ability to bring about environmental change.  
 
The studies conducted by Prabawa-Sear and Baudains and Andersen show that the 
need for adult support is also crucial if the environmental changes children are 
attempting to bring about are counter-cultural in terms of the norms of the school, 
family or local community. The children from both of these studies felt overwhelmed 
by the challenge of bringing change to schools where a culture of environmental 
stewardship was not the norm amongst the students and where adults retained power. 
Children can find it very difficult to achieve counter-cultural goals if adults – the ‘gate 
keepers’ of that culture – do not support them. It is for this reason that teachers and 
other adults need to provide support and encouragement so that the students 
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attempting to be environmental actors can navigate the cultural nuances of their 
schools and communities.  
 
Adult support is clearly important to the success of child-driven environmental 
initiatives. Findings from other research show the importance of collaboration 
between adults and children that enable children to be effective environmental actors. 
Wilks and Rudner (2013) studied two projects to highlight the value of allowing 
children to share in decision-making on important social issues: ‘London’s My City 
Too!’ and the ‘Dapto Dreaming Project’.  In the 2007 project called London’s My 
City Too! a panel of 35 young people aged 12–16 years was established. The children 
became ‘Youth Ambassadors’ and were asked to provide input into development 
proposals and urban design in London.  Four years later a similar project was created 
in Australia called the Dapto Dreaming Project. The project was commissioned and 
implemented by Stocklands, an urban developer and implemented in 2011. Primary 
school children participated by contributing to the design of a residential estate and 
attended several workshops and activities including local area photography, 
neighbourhood assessments, site visits, and knowledge and skills development with 
professionals (Wilks & Rudner, 2013).  A positive outcome of these projects was that 
through interactions with professionals the children learned how to engage with 
council processes, including how to influence the planning systems and outcomes. 
The children reported that they appreciated the scaffolding afforded them by adults 
that assisted them to engage in these new territories and authentic contexts. The 
researchers found it difficult to assess whether these projects and methods produced a 
power shift for the children, but the projects did create shared planning by better 
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integrating relationships between researchers, practitioners and children (Wilks & 
Rudner, 2013).  
 
Research reports from the London’s My City Too! project and Dapto Dreaming 
Project argue for the importance of children being given opportunity to collaborate 
with adults in projects that can lead to authentic changes in the local community 
(Wilks & Rudner, 2013). By allowing children to learn about the political and social 
structures that surround them in their daily lives, the children were able to share in 
decision-making around the environmental implications of large-scale urban 
development. The two aforementioned studies demonstrated that if children are 
provided with opportunities to lead environmental change while working with adults, 
including gaining access to the framework underpinning the planning processes, the 
children have a greater chance of succeeding in bringing their action plans to fruition. 
By collaborating with adults and successfully influencing change, children may also 
develop a feeling of empowerment.  
 
Unfortunately, not all students participate in environmental education programs that 
allow them to venture outside their school grounds in order to collaborate with adults 
on community-based projects. Therefore, one of the tools used by environmental 
educators is the vegetable garden. Gaylie (2009) exemplifies the use of the vegetable 
garden as an environmental education tool through her use of a learning garden as part 
of an environmental education subject for pre-service teachers at the University of 
British Columbia, Okanagan. Gaylie found that through getting pre-service teachers to 
build a learning garden she was able to engage her students’ ‘hands, heart and head’. 
While not directly associated with school-aged children, Gaylie was able to show how 
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desire and imagination on the part of the educator can lead to a major transition in 
pedagogical practices, with the result being that students – university students in this 
case – experience a relevant and transformative experience in the area of 
environmental education.  
 
Similarly, Widdop Quinton and Cutter-Mackenzie (2008) claim that one means of 
engaging children in outdoor learning opportunities is to use a school garden as a 
central focus. Children’s engagement in a school garden can help them to learn not 
just about the project at hand, the local and global environment, but perhaps more 
importantly, about themselves and their place in this and the global community. 
Widdop Quinton and Cutter-Mackenzie go on to argue that the school must 
systematically embed the program with all members of the school community sharing 
in the design and implementation of the plan. Green (2008) reported that the Victorian 
Education Department has been instrumental in supporting the installation of kitchen 
gardens into hundreds of primary schools in that state. The purpose of the gardens 
was to assist teachers in developing outdoor learning opportunities for their students, 
including opportunities to develop deeper understandings of the life cycle of 
vegetables. However, the literature also provides a caveat, showing that teachers play 
a vital role in ensuring the success of school garden projects.  
 
Zelezny (2000) points out that it would be naive on the part of educators to think that 
by simply taking students into an outdoor learning space they will automatically 
‘catch’ a new sense of environmentalism. In order to support schools to engage their 
students in outdoor learning, in 1998, the New South Wales Department of Education 
and Training launched an environmental education initiative called Learnscapes 
 54 
(Skamp, 2001). Twenty-three primary and secondary schools across the state were 
involved in a trial to measure the effectiveness of building an outdoor learning space 
in each school to support syllabus outcomes and develop environmental education. 
Skamp found that unless the teachers made the association and actively linked the use 
of the outdoor learning area to environmental education, the connection between 
outdoor learning and environmental education remained tenuous.  
 
It is thus a crucial role for teachers to demonstrate for the students the connection 
between the outdoor activities that they are undertaking and global environmental 
issues facing humanity. While students learn about global environmental issues such 
as biodiversity, destruction or food security in their classrooms, outdoor activities can 
provide them with opportunities to take action on these issues in their local context 
(Skamp, 2001). For example, by conserving a local habitat as part of a school or EEC 
project, students gain a sense of the concept of being environmental actors at a local 
level while making the connection between local habitats, global biodiversity and 
food security. Gaylie (2009), Skamp (2001) and Green (2008) highlight the 
importance of environmental educators providing students with not only the 
opportunities to be environmental actors, but more importantly developing tools 
designed to support them as they learn about the environment and take action on the 
environment. Tools such as vegetable gardens importantly provide the students with 
tangible means of being environmental actors by first of all showing students that they 
have the power to grow their own food and secondly that they have the potential to 
influence others to do the same, whether it be in their schools, communities or homes.  
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The review of the literature in Section 2.4.1 demonstrates that in order for children to 
become environmental actors, EEPs need to provide them with information about the 
plight of the environment and the skills and opportunities to take action on behalf of 
the environment. Review of the literature has also shown the importance of enabling 
children to understand their relationship to the environment by learning about 
problems and how to take action. Learning about the problem includes taking into 
consideration how social, political and economic forces have contributed to the 
environmental problem. However, it is imperative for adults to support children so 
that they can overcome educational and social barriers that might stand in the way of 
successfully taking action on behalf of the environment. The need for adult support is 
particularly valuable if educational, familial or societal cultural norms are acting as 
barriers to the children’s efficacy as environmental actors. Another form of support 
could be offered through Environmental Education tools such as vegetable gardens 
that enable the students to adopt the roles of environmental actors in their school 
communities.  
2.4.2 Thinking globally, acting locally 
Supporting and encouraging students to understand the relationship between their 
attitudes and lifestyles and wider social, political and economic practices resonates 
strongly with the environmental education concept of ‘Think Globally. Act Locally’, 
which has circulated in environmental education for many decades (Gough, 2013). 
The purpose of thinking globally is to encourage learners and teachers to recognise 
and understand the connections between their local experience and conditions 
elsewhere in the world (Greenwood, 2013). By studying the places in which they live, 
Greenwood argues that children can better grasp how their identities have been 
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shaped by the socio-ecological relationships between them and the environment.  One 
of the ways to help children develop an understanding of the relationship between 
their places of existence and the wider global community is through inquiry learning 
(Pohl & Dixon, 2005).  
 
Inquiry learning encourages students to research global issues within the context of 
their local domains (Murdoch, 2006). Inquiry learning proponents recommend that 
teachers connect their students to the global community by offering the students 
opportunities to conduct inquiries in the local community (Rogovin, 1998) and to also 
bring the community into the classroom (Murdoch, 2006). This positions students as 
researchers, but it is also important to provide students with as many sources of 
information as possible, including traditional sources. In an inquiry project students 
can become immersed in the culture of the class and the local neighbourhood, 
bringing family members and locals into the classroom to be interviewed while 
children go out into the local area to conduct their own research. The purpose behind 
Rogovin’s methodology is to allow the students to see themselves as researchers in 
their own right who are able to bring about change in their local community. This also 
provides the students with opportunity to build self-awareness and self-esteem. By 
engaging deliberately with the community in this way children can develop a stronger 
sense of citizenship and connectedness on both local and global levels.  
 
Rogovin’s (1998) inquiry philosophy has been embraced by the Australian company 
ruMAD? “are you making a difference?”. ruMAD? has adopted an inquiry framework 
that guides children through an eight-step process from the discovery of shared values 
to the development and completion of a project that creates real change in their 
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schools and communities (ruMAD?, 2015). In one of the ruMAD? projects a group of 
Year 5 and 6 students at Cambridge Primary School in Victoria, Australia, raised 
money to provide twenty schooling scholarships for students of the same age in 
Cambodia (ruMad?, 2015). The Cambridge Primary School students brought about 
changes in the lives of individuals in Cambodia but also raised significant awareness 
of the issues facing children in developing countries through their fundraising efforts 
at school and in their local community. ruMAD? believes that the “students of 
tomorrow need to be flexible, adaptable, self-generative, confident, responsible and 
skilled in learning how to learn” (Bertolini, 2007, p. 9). Crucial to the ruMAD? vision 
is the notion that children are capable of generating their own ideas on how to help 
their schools and communities. However, ruMAD? is also aware of the need for 
children to be adaptable in light of the complex educational and social environments 
in which they are attempting to enact change.  
 
Murdoch (2006) describes the ability to transfer generalisations as a high-level skill, 
and if children attempt to lead change in their schools and communities they must 
overcome the complex challenge of generalising the visions and planning of their 
ruMAD? inquiry framework beyond their classrooms and into their school and local 
communities. It must be noted that there are some ‘blind spots’ and ‘blank spots’ in 
trying to research and better understand ways of thinking globally (Gough, 2013, p. 
38) and acting locally. For example, a frequent critique of place-focus in education is 
that it may reinforce a narrow or provincial view of global realities (Greenwood, 
2013). Despite this point of view, Greenwood argues that focusing on small places 
does not preclude interest in the larger world, and that in fact by focusing on small 
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places, children are able to explore the dynamic connections between place, 
geography, culture and education. 
 
What is important about the concept of children focusing on their local domains in 
order to draw connections to global environmental issues is that the children are given 
the opportunity to understand how their own identities are shaped by local practices 
and norms and fathom their responsibility for both local and global environmental 
problems. The review of the literature so far in Section 2.4.2 highlights the role of 
environmental educators to help students make these personal local to global 
connections, which can be done through personal research and inquiry.  
  
By positioning children as researchers in their local communities, children discover 
the contextual relevance of the research to them (Cutter-Mackenzie, 2007), or in other 
words, how the research and the problem is relevant to their lives and behaviours.  
 
Contextual relevance allows the children to have greater access to the environmental 
problems that they learn about through their research, and therefore, a greater chance 
of being able to take effective action to mitigate these environmental problems. Smith 
(2013) refers to a study by the Place Based Education Collaborative (PEEC) involving 
nine rural and urban schools in the New England region of the US in 2003–2004. In 
the study teachers incorporated the local place and its people into the curriculum; 
made use of service-learning opportunities; took children outside on a regular basis 
and in general embedded place-based education in their lessons. As a result, children 
felt more part of the community. They also felt that they could make a difference in 
the community and reported enjoying learning about the environment and the local 
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community (Smith, 2013). The researchers concluded that when children are shown 
that their efforts can influence decision making and lead to improvements in local 
social settings and the natural environment, the children often develop a sense of their 
won capacity as change agents.  Importantly, given the opportunity to direct their 
energies to authentic needs and concerns in their local community, many of the 
students developed a taste for environmental participation and action (Smith, 2013). 
For example, one of the students reported that after participating in the PEEC study 
she no longer felt as nervous about speaking her mind about the plight of the 
environment to her fellow school students and teachers. The results from the PEEC 
study are significant because they also show that the children enjoyed being given the 
opportunity to learn about the environment and their local community and that 
through the learning experience they grew in confidence to take action within their 
schools and community.  
 
The findings from Smith’s (2013) study highlight two important lessons for 
environmental educators: children’s confidence to become environmental actors can 
be engulfed by their perceptions of the enormity of the global environmental crisis; 
and in order to become environmental actors, children need to engage with effective 
EEPs. In research conducted with 15–16-year-old students in Switzerland, Zeyer and 
Kelsey (2013) showed that children felt overwhelmed by the magnitude of global 
environmental problems. Despite being able to reproduce facts about the environment, 
students felt that they had no influence on ecological matters. Further, some of the 
students reported that attempting to engage in environmentally friendly behaviour was 
a waste of time because their lifestyles were so consumption-orientated and 
consumerism was a natural part of their life-worlds. The students reported to the 
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researchers that innovation and technical progress were more likely to be successful in 
protecting the environment than social and behavioural changes.  
 
In Perth, Western Australia, Lewis (2012), reported findings from a twenty-year 
longitudinal research project with an independent Montessori primary school. He 
concluded that the EEPs in the school were ineffective because the students in the 
school had a ‘silo’ thinking approach to Education for Sustainability (EfS) rather than 
a whole systems thinking approach. The researcher identified that there was a lack of 
staff training, vague designation of staff with EfS responsibilities and inadequate 
community involvement. There were a number of recommendations to come out of 
the project including that professional learning was required for all school staff and 
there was a need to embrace whole school thinking around EfS (Lewis, 2012).  
 
A comparison of the findings of studies conducted by Zeyer and Kelsey (2013), Lewis 
(2012) and Smith (2013) suggests a relationship between children understanding the 
connection between global and local environmental problems and efficacy as 
environmental actors. Students from the Zeyer and Kelsey study understood how their 
consumerist actions impacted the environment, but did not take personal 
responsibility for changing their behaviour: their life-style expectations were firmly 
established and difficult to change. Yet, when teachers provided students with 
opportunities to engage with environmental learning and action in their local contexts 
in the Smith (2013) study, the students appreciated the opportunities to do so, and 
grew in confidence as environmental actors. What is clear when comparing the 
studies is that some teachers through their EEPs connected the students to their local 
domain and in doing so supported the students to become environmental actors 
 61 
(Smith, 2013). When teachers taught classroom-based EEPs that did not allow the 
children to take action outside of their classroom domain, these EEPs were limited in 
their ability to motivate the children to take on roles as environmental actors (Lewis, 
2012) because they did not provide the students with practical opportunities to take 
action on the global environmental problems that they learnt about in their school and 
local environment.  
 
Review of the Zeyer and Kelsey (2013) study reinforces the importance of 
environmental educators helping students to understand the environmental impact of 
such social forces as consumerism. However, the study also highlights the value of 
providing students with opportunities to recognise the impact of these social forces in 
their local areas and to take appropriate action on the environmental problems caused 
by these forces.  
 
The review of the literature in Section 2.4.2 underlines some pertinent findings. 
Environmental educators who have successfully positioned their students as 
environmental actors do so through the concept of thinking globally while acting 
locally. One means of doing this is through place-based learning. Despite the 
argument that place-based learning can lead to provincial, limited views of global 
realities, review of the literature shows that connecting the students’ learning to their 
local scene can lead to strong connections being made to global practices and societal 
structures. The implication for environmental educators seeking to support students to 
become environmental actors is that the educators need to help students develop 
understanding of the environmental problems that exist in their local domains, and 
similarities to global environmental problems. For example, societal norms such as 
 62 
consumerism are global norms in many countries and that by acknowledging these 
social norms and expectations, children can better understand how their lifestyles 
have contributed to both the local and global environmental problems under 
investigation. By learning about their contribution to global environmental problems, 
children can then set about making changes to their behaviour and those around them 
in order to contribute to the mitigation of these global problems.  
 
It must be noted that though the projects reviewed in Section 2.4.2 were mainly 
concerned with children investigating their local environments and communities, the 
studies do not specifically include investigations involving the children’s homes and 
the impact of their families’ makeup and structures on the children’s decision-making. 
In order to prepare students to become environmental actors in their family homes, 
deeper understandings need to be developed about the familial and societal forces 
present in the family domains and the influence of these forces on children and their 
family members. Because such research is yet to be conducted, it is unclear how 
familial and social forces might be influential as children prepare to be environmental 
actors. The review of the literature points to the relationship between children’s 
efficacy as environmental actors and the degree to which the children understand the 
social makeup and structures of their local communities.  
2.4.3 Summary 
A central strategy used by environmental educators involves giving students 
opportunities to be environmental actors so that they learn about and address global 
environmental problems through local action. By developing understanding of the 
underlying social and political structures in their local areas through inquiry projects, 
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students come to know the human causes behind environmental problems and then 
can work to design contextually relevant solutions for these problems. Research 
shows that when children take action on behalf of the environment it can mean acting 
in a manner that breaks with cultural norms, and therefore, students need to be 
supported by adults in their schools and communities so that they can navigate the 
educational and social structures and norms that confront them.  
 
EEPs have encouraged children to take responsibility for mitigating local 
environmental problems through collaboration with adults at both school and 
community levels. However, environmental educators have paid less attention to 
supporting children to be environmental actors and intergenerational change agents in 
their family homes. Jensen (2002) argues that children should be encouraged and 
supported to change the attitudes and behaviour of those around them, including 
adults. In the following section, literature will explore the potential of EEPs to 
influence the attitudes and behaviour of students’ family members, and how to 
support children to be intergenerational environmental change agents in their family 
homes. 
2.5 Environmental education: Children as 
intergenerational environmental change agents                    
Through participating in EEPs children learn about the plight of the environment and 
how they can take action in their local area (ACARA, 2014). Research into the impact 
of EEPs has also demonstrated that some EEPs not only influence the environmental 
attitudes and behaviour of students attending the programs but also that of their family 
members (Duvall & Zint, 2007). This is the concept of intergenerational 
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environmental change agency, where children can change the attitudes and behaviour 
of their parents and siblings. The following section reviews literature that links EEPs 
to behaviour and attitude change among family members, where the EEP prepares and 
enables children to become intergenerational environmental change agents in their 
family homes.  
 
Much research has been conducted into how adults can effectively support children to 
be environmental actors. However, researchers have also been intrigued with how 
EEPs can encourage children to influence the knowledge, attitudes and behaviour of 
adults (Duvall & Zint, 2007). Duvall and Zint (2007) reviewed more than a decade of 
research that investigated the impact of EEPs on the students’ family members. One 
of the reviewed projects conducted by Vaughan, Gack, Solorazano and Ray in 2003 
focused on a community’s fight to solve a local environmental problem and 
highlighted the importance of collaboration between children and their parents on 
issues of relevance to them and their community. The rural Costa Rican community of 
Quebrada Ganado faced the demise of the scarlet macaw, and Vaughan et al. wanted 
to see how effectively the children in the local primary school could pass on 
information from the school lessons to their parents about the bird’s plight. 
Information transfer took place as children learned about the plight of the scarlet 
macaws in school and then shared this information with their parents at home. The 
educational tool used to link what the children were learning at school to their parents 
was a homework colouring book that was countersigned with parents. A multiple-
choice questionnaire was administered before the homework’s introduction and again 
after four weeks. Over the month, a significant amount of information transferred 
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between the children and their parents, leading to a much higher awareness of the 
problem by both the children and their parents.  
 
What is notable from the scarlet macaw project is that through a school-based EEP the 
children raised their parents’ levels of awareness of a local environmental problem. 
The project was not designed, however, to lead to local action on behalf of the scarlet 
macaw, thus the research project was limited in the scope of possible action taken. 
Further, the participants were not interviewed or given opportunities to more precisely 
explain the impact of the homework period on each family member. In particular, the 
children were not interviewed to gauge their reactions to the project or to seek 
feedback from them on how the EEP could be altered in future iterations in order to 
achieve better results for the scarlet macaws. Just as the children in the scarlet macaw 
project were not interviewed to gain deeper insights into their feelings about the 
project, neither did they have a say in the design of the project.  
 
Uzzell et al (1994) argue that if children are to become intergenerational catalysts for 
change, educators need to instill in children a perception that they can affect and 
contribute to a sustainable environmental future. In Vaughan et al’s (2003) project, 
the purpose behind the homework was to provide information about the plight of the 
scarlet macaws rather than to build in the children a perception of themselves as 
environmental actors. However, the homework demonstrated the value of a 
specifically designed tool in transferring environmental knowledge from the 
classroom into the family home for the purpose of raising awareness. Basile (2000) 
defines the concept of transfer as the ability of any person to take the knowledge and 
skills that he or she has attained from one context into another. Although the 
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knowledge transfer that took place as intended in the scarlet macaw project, the 
project revealed that educators can deliberately design EEPs to connect schools to 
family homes involving environmental matters, with the result that knowledge about 
environmental issues generated through the EEP can be transferred into the family 
home. This is supported by Liu and Kaplan (2006) who argue that outreach can occur 
beyond the walls of the classroom when schools assign homework which requires 
students to conduct environmental discussions with their parents. Critically, what the 
scarlet macaw project highlights is the deliberate use of a conduit, in this case 
homework, to connect the learning that takes place in the school to the family homes 
of the students.  
 
Another research project that highlights the potential of school-based EEPs where 
children can influence family members is the Victorian Waste Wise Schools project.  
Armstrong, Sharpley and Malcolm (2004) carried out a study on Waste Wise Schools 
Workshops that were implemented in two schools (one primary and one secondary) in 
rural Victoria. The workshops provided the schools with curriculum frameworks 
around which they could build and monitor their waste and recycling programs. The 
programs allowed students to become involved in practical, hands-on activities such 
as monitoring waste disposal rates in their schools and conducting waste surveys. The 
researchers were interested in the impact of the programs on the children’s parents, 
and used a mixed methods approach involving questionnaires for parents and 
students, and interviewed some of the science teachers in the participating schools. 
The researchers discovered that many of the parents from the secondary school 
believed that involvement in the Waste Wise program had provided a catalyst for 
change in their children’s behaviour at home (Armstrong et al., 2004). The other 
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school was a small rural primary school with 233 students. The researchers found that 
17% of the parents were already wise about waste before the inception of the 
program, while between 50% and 60% of the parents reported that they had changed 
their thinking about how to dispose of their domestic waste as a result of their 
children’s involvement in the Waste Wise program.  
 
The researchers concluded that in order for schools to promote intergenerational 
environmental influence students need to have a sense of ownership of the schools’ 
EEPs, and co-learning at home between children and their family members needs to 
be encouraged (Armstrong et al., 2004). In the Waste Wise projects, the children were 
indeed offered a greater level of ownership of their schools’ EEPs through being 
meaningfully involved with their schools’ waste management programs. The Waste 
Wise Workshops show that school-based EEPs can positively influence the attitudes 
and behaviour of both participating students and family members.  
 
What is worth noting is that the students from the participating schools in the Waste 
Wise Workshops were not the designers, but were rather invitees to the workshops. 
The workshops were designed not by the children but by the projects’ leaders, and 
thus, followed a traditional top down model of environmental education with adults 
attempting to influence children’s attitudes and knowledge (Uzzell, 1999). Finally, the 
Waste Wise Workshops were not designed to transfer information between the 
students and their family members, as had been the case in the scarlet macaw project. 
The students participated in the EEPs and then the parents were asked if they had 
noticed a change in the attitudes or behaviour of their children and themselves as a 
result of the programs. Uzzell (1999) argues that if school-based environmental 
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education programs encourage children to disseminate their knowledge at home, it 
could be an extremely effective way of influencing and educating parents to live in a 
more sustainable manner. From the Waste Wise Workshops projects the children were 
not specifically encouraged to take their learning home, but still influenced their 
parents’ environmental attitudes and behaviours as a result of their attendance.  
 
The results from other research projects also suggest that EEPs have the potential to 
influence the attitudes and behaviour of family members of the students who 
participate in the programs. Ballantyne, Fien and Packer (2001a) conducted an 
extensive study of the intergenerational impact of six environmental education 
programs in nine metropolitan primary and secondary schools in Queensland: two 
inner city, five suburban and two rural. The study concentrated on eight sets of 
variables: students’ views on the environment; program features; parent 
environmental orientation; family communication; student enjoyment of the program; 
student learning in the program; frequency of the intergenerational discussions and 
the nature of those intergenerational discussions. The data were collected through a 
number of means: questionnaires, classroom observations, an analysis of teaching 
materials and interviews with teachers and students. The purpose of the study was to 
ascertain the factors that influenced the frequency and nature of the intergenerational 
discussions that took place between the children and their parents. The parents were 
asked to discuss the impact that the environmental education program had on their 
children’s behaviour and attitudes; how often they talked about the program; what 
types of topics were discussed; and what factors triggered these discussions 
(Ballantyne, Fien, & Packer, 2001a). The data showed that 44% of the students 
interviewed spoke to their parents ‘quite a lot’ about what they had learnt in the 
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environmental education program (Ballantyne et al., 2001a). The researchers point out 
that younger students reported a higher frequency of discussions than the older 
students, which is not an entirely unusual finding, given that teenagers tend to speak 
less to their parents than do pre-adolescent children (Ballantyne et al., 2001a). The 
researchers found that if children enjoyed the EEP they were more likely to speak to 
their parents about it. However, it must be noted that these discussions were likely to 
be about the program only, rather than wider environmental issues or how to deal with 
them.  
 
Findings from Ballantyne et al.’s (2001a) study of the six environmental programs 
show that the EEPs successfully increased the frequency of conversations about the 
EEPs, which could be considered fundamental to any translation of EEP lessons or 
information into the family home.  However, the extent to which participation in a 
teacher-designed or EEC-designed program leads to changes inspiring action could be 
enhanced if children are involved in the design of the program and activities, 
according to Uzzell (1999). Notably, the EEPs from Ballantyne et al.’s research 
project had not been specifically designed as conduits between the school and the 
family homes of the students, or as educational ‘tools’ to support the students to 
influence their parents to live in a more environmentally responsible manner.  
 
Ballantyne, Fien and Packer (2001b) conducted further research on the 
intergenerational impact of two school-based EEPs, examining in particular the 
degree to which the EEPs influenced the home-based environmental attitudes and 
practices of the participants. The data gathered focused on the nature and frequency of 
intergenerational discussions that took place in the family homes of two groups of 
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students in two separate projects. In the first project the goal of the EEP called ‘Story 
Walk’, was to develop the students’ appreciation of the environment through the use 
of fictional narratives (reading and writing) and a final rainforest walk. The program 
was operated by an environmental centre on the outskirts of Brisbane. The 
participants included 31 Year 7 children from a private school in Brisbane. The 
second EEP had Year 7 students research an area of environmental interest and 
present their findings to their peers. The students’ research was also shared with their 
parents as part of a homework task. Data were gathered through personal interviews 
with the teachers and telephone interviews with the parents.  
 
The findings from the two projects diverged when analysing the intergenerational 
impact: only 5 out of the 35 families interviewed from the Story Walk program 
reported any discussions taking place with their children about what happened in the 
environmental education program. The discussions that did take place were after the 
children had returned from the rainforest walk. However, of the 29 sets of parents 
whose children were involved in the research-based program, all except one had heard 
about the program and many had become involved in helping their children research 
and present their projects. More particularly, 86% of the parents reported having 
discussed the issues and 41% discussed actions that could be taken. These discussions 
led to some modification of the family’s behaviour at home. Ballantyne et al. (2001b) 
concluded that intergenerational change is likely when students focus on local 
environmental problems, have positive experiences which demonstrate that they can 
make a difference in their local environment, and involve their parents in homework, 
research or class presentations.   
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The findings from the two above-mentioned projects expose a challenge facing 
secondary school environmental educators: if they wish to support children to 
transform themselves into active, environmental change agents in their family homes 
the educators need to develop EEPs that provide opportunities for children to have 
focused discussions with their parents. Nevertheless, the findings from Ballantyne et 
al. (2001a, 2001b) highlight how school-based EEPs can generate intergenerational 
environmental discussions in the students’ family homes. However, what stands out is 
the impact of bringing the students together with their parents to discuss and research 
environmental issues because of the program’s research or homework requirement. 
The research task acted as an effective conduit between the EEP and the family homes 
because it brought the students together with their parents as co-researchers and 
resulted in discussions about what they had discovered together about environmental 
issues. The homework requirements of the EEP built a sense of reciprocity between 
the children and their parents, which according to Uzzell (1999), is a crucial stepping-
stone from which children can influence their parents to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner. While there is not strong evidence from these 
projects that the children influenced their parents to change environmental behaviour, 
the homework served as a school-based tool that encouraged the parents to have 
discussions on environmental issues considered important by their children.  
 
The value of a school-based tool being used to bring children and their parents 
together to discuss strategies for living more sustainably came to light through 
research conducted on a Single unit Kindergarten in Brisbane by Stuhmcke (2012). 
Twenty-two children from a Kindergarten created a class book that aimed to educate 
others on how to live more sustainably. The concept of the book grew from the 
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teacher’s awareness of the children’s interest in native animals and the need for 
animals and humans to be able to live together.  After the book was distributed to the 
children’s family homes some families reported that they had changed their shopping 
habits, at their children's instigation, to more sustainable practices such as using 
environmentally responsible shopping bags and purchasing items with little packaging 
that displayed recycling symbols. Interestingly, the findings showed the EEP 
influenced the environmental behaviour of the family members and that the teacher 
had drawn from the students’ interests and ideas in order to choose a focus for the 
environmental education book. The children’s substantial input into the concept of 
living more sustainably and the teacher had providing them with a suitable tool – the 
book – to link what they were doing in their kindergarten centre to the family homes.  
 
Similarly, in the United Kingdom, research was conducted on a project that sought to 
draw on children’s experiences of their local domains. Barratt Hacking et al., (2013) 
conducted research in a project titled, ‘Listening to Children: Environmental 
Perspectives and the School Curriculum’ in the United Kingdom. The project was 
based in primary schools in a socially and economically deprived urban area, and 
sought to uncover the children’s experiences of their local community and 
environment including how they perceived these environments and made sense of 
them in terms of the school curriculum. The participants were 11–12-year-old 
children who were given an opportunity to make an impact on environmental 
decision-making in their schools, homes and community either through personal 
action or information dissemination. The children were mentored by 17–18-year-old 
students, a parent, teachers, university researchers and community representatives 
mentored them. The findings clearly showed that the children had an impact on the 
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attitudes of some of their parents around decision-making on electricity and water 
conservation. The children’s ideas and words were represented in the action plans and 
how the information was disseminated beyond their school walls into their family 
homes and communities.  
 
In the project conducted by Barrett-Hacking (2013), the children’s own interests and 
skills underpinned the action plans and the students were subsequently effective in 
influencing adults’ environmental decision-making. What is also important to note is 
that adults supported the children through the process and, rather than dominate the 
process, and the support contributed to the effectiveness of the action plans. Adult 
support of children in EEPs is crucial according to Ramsden and Quinn (2009), who 
claim that if students are not supported to become change agents in EEPs it is akin to 
throwing the students into the ocean without teaching them how to swim. Like 
children who have not been trained to swim, students who are not adequately trained 
to take on self-directed active learning experiences will struggle to fulfill their goals. 
Similarly, Pohl and Dixon (2005) emphasised that before any form of inquiry learning 
can take place and where students are expected to conduct research and take action on 
the results of their research, the resources must be carefully scrutinised and prepared 
by the teacher. Teachers must overcome what Loughran (2009) points out is the gulf 
between what the teacher wants to achieve and the students’ lived experience.  
 
The value of parental support on children’s efficacy as intergenerational 
environmental change agents is reinforced by Rakotomamonjy et al. (2014) who 
investigated the impact of a one-day EEP for primary school students run by a Not for 
Profit Organisation in the Mangabe area of Eastern Madagascar. The topic of the EEP 
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was the local lemur population. The researchers followed up one year later and found 
that the parents of those children who attended the EEP had a higher level of 
knowledge about the lemurs than those whose children had not attended the EEP even 
though there was no formal attempt by the designers of the EEP to encourage the 
children to talk to their parents about the program. These findings are noteworthy 
because they highlight how an EEP can effectively provide a means for children to 
influence their parents’ knowledge about and attitudes towards important 
conservation issues. The researchers noted that by the end of the research project they 
did not clearly understand what mechanism had allowed the transfer of information 
between the children and their parents, but that the EEP had successfully provided a 
means by which the students transferred their knowledge of an important 
environmental issue to their parents.  
 
While the research projects reviewed so far focus primarily on school-based 
environmental education programs, research shows that participation by children in 
residential EEPs can also lead to intergenerational environmental influence taking 
place between the children and their parents. Research conducted by Purnell (2006b) 
on a residential environmental education program in Queensland highlights the impact 
of taking children away from their school and family environments in order to 
participate in environmental education. North Keppel Island Environmental Education 
Centre (NKIEEC) ran a residential camp for a group of Years 6 and 7 students (ages 
12–13). The participating students stayed on the island for the duration of a two-week 
program aimed to strengthen the connection between the participants and the land 
(Purnell, 2006b). The students conducted personal research into sustainability topics 
and during the camp developed action plans for their schools around issues such as 
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water and electricity conservation (Purnell, 2006b). Purnell (2006b) found that when 
the students returned home some were successful in influencing their parents to be 
more proactive in conservation of water and electricity use. One of the keys to the 
success of the program was that the students stayed on the island, away from their 
homes, for the duration of the program. McNiell (2001) also noted the positive value 
of residential living in environmental education programs, claiming participants can 
experience something that is immediate, relevant and potentially life changing.  
 
Nundy (1999) claims that residential fieldwork programs can allow participating 
students to face unique challenges, controlling and re-constructing their learning and 
thinking. The students participating in such residential fieldwork programs also 
develop an awareness that they are embarking on a unique journey, as described by 
the students and parents from the North Keppel Island project, as a “once in a lifetime 
experience” (Purnell, 2006a). If children are taken out of urban environments and 
immersed in natural environments for an extended period of time, it is possible that 
not only will they adopt more environmentally responsible behaviour, but they may 
also influence their parents toward more pro-environmental behaviour. Significantly, 
the children in the North Keppel Island project engaged in personal research into 
environmental issues that were interesting and relevant to them. The research element 
of the project helped to galvanise the students into awareness and action on behalf of 
the environment.  
2.5.1 Summary 
Review of the literature in Section 2.5 demonstrates that the knowledge gained by 
students participating in both school-based and residential EEPs can be transferred 
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from the EEPs into the students’ homes, and in so doing influence family members to 
live in a more environmentally responsible manner. If the subject matter covered in 
the EEPs is interesting and relevant to the students, the students are likely to talk to 
their parents about the EEPs and subsequently, transferral of knowledge acquired in 
the EEPs is also likely between the students and their parents. Research also indicates 
that educational tools that foster collaboration between students and their parents can 
be effective in facilitating the transferral of environmental knowledge between 
students and their parents as well as influencing parents to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner.  
2.6 Environmental education and critical theory 
So far in this chapter the review of the literature has focused on Australian 
Environmental Education and other directives to position children as critical, 
environmental actors, and initiatives taken by educators and researchers to support 
children to become environmental actors and intergenerational change agents. A 
commonality in the literature is the goal to help children understand the 
environmental, social, political and economic systems as grounding for effectively 
bringing about subsequent environmental change. Furthermore, review of the 
literature shows that the family home is a potential site for environmental educators to 
encourage and support children to take on roles as environmental change agents. The 
literature also suggests that EEPs that provide children with practical ways of 
engaging with their family members alongside appropriate understandings of the 
educational, familial and social forces that may confront them in their homes could 
support them to become environmental change agents.  
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Critical theory offers environmental educators and researchers a lens through which to 
consider the educational, familial and social forces, and their impacts on children’s 
efficacy as intergenerational environmental change agents. Critical theory both 
acknowledges and interprets powerful educational, familial and social forces at play 
in the lives of people living in western society, while pedagogy informed by critical 
theory offers suggestions for how EEPs can support children to navigate these forces 
in order to transform themselves into critical, active citizens. This section reviews 
literature pertaining to critical theorists’ perceptions of hegemonic educational, 
familial and social forces and their impact on the lives of children and their family 
members living in Western society.  
2.6.1 Educational forces 
Education is an effective means of providing children with knowledge about not only 
the human causes of the problems facing the environment but also how they can take 
action on behalf of the environment (Jensen & Schnack, 2006). It has been 
demonstrated through review of the literature that if EEPs are to support students to 
become environmental actors, the students should have some understanding of the 
complex relationship that exists between social, economic and political forces that 
surround them and the environmental problems facing them (DEH, 2007). 
Nonetheless, critical theorists argue that educators and researchers need to be alert to 
the fact that schools can also manipulate knowledge in such a way that students are 
controlled and disempowered by the knowledge that they acquire (Freire, 1975; 
Jensen, 2002). In other words, critical theorists claim that the very entity – education 
– that can encourage children to become environmental actors, can also be a force in 
children’s lives that extinguishes their independence and ability to think critically. In 
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the following section, the literature review focuses on how education influences 
children through the use of knowledge and control.  
 
Knowledge of contemporary environmental issues is a basis for developing strategies 
to deal with these issues (Cutter-Mackenzie, Clarke, Smith, & Su, 2007). However, 
environmental educators have different ideas on what type of knowledge is required 
by students in order to deal with significant environmental issues facing them 
(Stevenson, 2007). McLaren (2003b) claims that there are three types of knowledge 
generated through schools: technical knowledge, which can be measured through 
exams; practical knowledge, in which social situations are described and analysed 
with the purpose of enlightening the students; and emancipatory knowledge, where 
the individual can understand his or her social relationships and how they are 
distorted and manipulated by relations of power and privilege. McLaren (2003b) 
believes that schools focus too heavily on the acquisition of technical knowledge, and 
subsequently produce unreflective human beings. With this emphasis on technical 
knowledge, students are unable to recognise relations of power and privilege, because 
as students they develop a fixed view of the signs and symbols that surround them.  
 
By not reflecting on the impact of powerful educational and social forces on 
individuals’ attitudes towards the environment, children have less chance of taking 
effective action on behalf of the environment. McLaren (2003b) contends that if 
educators do not attempt to enlighten their students through ‘emancipatory’ pedagogy, 
they run the risk of creating children who do not question the status quo, and therefore 
miss opportunities to recognise how current social mores and norms are contributing 
to problems in society. Likewise, Gough (2006) argues that while schools have a 
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responsibility to provide students with scientific understandings of the environmental 
issues that surround them, students should understand not only the science behind 
these environmental issues, but also how their own cultural practices have contributed 
to these environmental issues.  
 
Critical theorists argue that if teachers expound on topics ‘completely alien to the 
existential experience of the students’ (Freire, 1975, p. 45), they are missing the 
chance to empower children to take action on global problems that confront them, 
including the plight of the environment. The ultimate purpose of environmental 
education is to empower students to take action on behalf of the environment 
(Birdsall, 2010), and in all of the EEPs reviewed earlier in this chapter the students 
were expected to develop knowledge about environmental issues relevant to them so 
that they could then take action on this knowledge in their schools and communities. 
This places the onus on educators to provide students with opportunities to develop 
knowledge that is pertinent to students and their life worlds and equips them to take 
action on issues important to them. However, students often participate in 
environmental education activities that fail to connect the knowledge that children 
acquire in the activities and the purpose behind the activities (Jensen, 2002). Arnstein 
(1969) describes these types of activities as manipulative, because the students are 
being manipulated into believing that the act of participation in the activities is 
meaningful, rather than tokenistic. Such manipulation under the guise of participation 
is hardly an appropriate way to introduce children into democratic political processes 
(Arnstein, 1992). Even if the teachers have designed the activity with the purpose of 
supporting the students to take environmental action, do not make it clear to the 
students, then the activity may not fulfil the teacher’s goals. Indeed, as Birdsall (2010) 
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claims, the children’s inability to understand and take action on the deeper 
implications of the knowledge learnt at school may be caused by teachers’ 
unfamiliarity with theories of environmental education pedagogy. In Australia, the 
introduction of a national curriculum has challenged teachers to provide students with 
opportunities to develop general capabilities around the concept of sustainability 
(ACARA, 2014). However, policy guidelines do not necessarily lead to alteration of 
teacher pedagogies, and children may be left with environmental education activities 
bereft of what Birdsall (2010) defines as their ultimate purpose: empowering children 
to take action on behalf of the environment.  
 
While teachers’ lack of understanding of environmental educational pedagogy can 
disconnect students from their potential to be environmental actors (Jensen, 2002), 
excessive adult control in school settings can also dampen children’s efficacy as 
environmental actors. Critical theorists claim that in order to remain engaged with 
their school, students must feel that they are being treated as individuals rather than 
processed (Yates & Holt, 2009). However, Freire (2003) claims that, unfortunately, 
education is like the banking system, where the teacher deposits knowledge into the 
students as an individual deposits money into a bank. Under this system teachers 
adopt narrating personas while students become listening objects (Freire, 1975). 
Listening objects could never be environmental activists. Jans (2004) declares that 
while adults unilaterally define childhood from a modern, educational perspective, in 
which children need to be protected by adults, the potential of citizenship of children 
will remain in the shadow of the social problems they face. According to Fielding, 
McDonald and Louis (2008), in order to become an environmental activist the adult or 
child must feel a sense of volitional control and able to break from the traditional, 
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conservative paradigm that governs his or her life. Instead of children having 
volitional control, Millei (2008) insists that a form of power known as 
governmentality operates within schools, where the dominant class regulates both the 
population and individuals through procedures with a disciplinary focus. Furthermore, 
Loughran (2009) claims that schools create gaps between the students’ beliefs and 
lived experiences and what the teachers are attempting to do in the classroom. In the 
field of environmental education teachers are asked to bridge the gap between what 
the students learn and the relevance of the knowledge to their everyday lives and 
practices (ACARA, 2013; DECCW, 2010; DEH, 2007; Department of Sustainability, 
2002). However, both Millei’s and Loughran’s views of schools seem to point to 
schools as places where adults strategically and systematically maintain their power 
by enacting disciplinary procedures against students who do not comply with the 
adults’ paradigm and rules.  
 
Rigid disciplinary procedures in schools limit students’ power and control over their 
own behaviour (Jensen, 2002), which of course is antithetical to empowerment goals 
in environmental education.  In fact, Jensen and Schnack (2006) contend that schools 
are in the business of manipulating the behaviour of the children without allowing 
them to make up their own minds and decide on the intended change. Barratt and 
Barratt (2008) maintain that while students consider schools positive places, students 
overwhelmingly feel as if their teachers do not legitimise their knowledge, 
particularly of their local environments. The notion of a power imbalance between 
teachers and students in Western schools has been in the public domain for many 
years. The English poet William Blake quite prophetically captured the plight of 
children under the influence of adults in 1794 in his seminal poem ‘The Schoolboy’: 
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But to go to school in a summer morn, 
Oh! It drives all joy away; 
Under a cruel eye outworn 
The little ones spend the day  
In sighing and dismay. (Price, 2004, p. 69) 
The frustration of the schoolboy is palpable as he sits through another day of boredom 
at school. While simplistic in form, the poem mirrors critical theorists’ belief that 
children are held ‘under’ the control of adults. Miriam (2007, p. 143) emphasised that 
while there is a movement towards giving students a greater voice in their learning, 
school structures remain based in “traditional adult and gendered normative 
assumptions” (p. 143). Nair and Gehling (2008) argue that as a result of the high level 
of control in schools, teaching is seen more as a station on a conveyor belt than as an 
art, with the schools designed to facilitate this control.  
 
To counter the hegemonic forces described by Blake (2004), Miriam (2007) and Nair 
and Gehling (2008), children could be positioned as environmental actors that may be 
able to influence the environmental behaviour of adults. This suggests a different role 
for environmental educators where students have more control over the design of 
EEPs. However, another hegemonic educational force facing teachers and 
environmental educators is their need to comply with strict Occupational Health and 
Safety guidelines (Esler, 2006). These guidelines impel teachers to embrace 
classroom-based learning environments rather than expose students to locations that 
could be considered risky to the students’ wellbeing.  In adhering to traditional 
teaching methods educators engage with children away from their homes and local 
environments and teach them in what Nair and Gehling (2008) describe as box-shaped 
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rooms, built like prisons, and of course the classroom remains the predominant place 
where teaching and learning takes place (Green, 2008).  Environmental educators and 
researchers need to create learning environments that are both conducive to 
empowering children and meet the requisite Occupational Health and Safety 
guidelines.  
 
Review of the literature in Section 2.6.1 highlights a critical theory perspective that 
children are being bombarded by restrictive educational forces. These forces take two 
main forms: the technical nature of knowledge transmitted to children in schools and 
the control that is imposed on children by educators in adult-centric educational 
systems. Navigating the forces is part of any attempt to provide children with more 
opportunities to lead environmental change in their schools. Educators too may need 
to challenge the control structures of traditional schooling and classroom 
environments in order to allow students to absorb knowledge that is relevant to their 
life worlds. 
2.6.2 Familial forces 
Critical theorists believe that children are not only bombarded by educational forces, 
which can restrict their efficacy as environmental actors, but also by powerful familial 
forces in their family homes. These familial forces are characterised by adults who 
wield power over their children, restricting their children’s efficacy as independent 
decision-makers around important social issues. In this section, literature will be 
reviewed that focuses on the influence of parental hegemony on the lives of children, 
paying particular attention to how parental hegemony, influenced by wider societal 
forces, reduces their children’s ability to become independent decision-makers. 
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Research demonstrates that children’s capacity to be independent decision-makers has 
been reduced by excessively wary parents. However, it must be noted that the degree 
and nature of the influence of children varies greatly according to the culture of the 
particular family (Hart, 1992). Malone (2007) has conducted research that points to 
the negative impact that an overly cautious, adult-centric Western society is having on 
children. Malone argues that many parents restrict their children’s movements to such 
an extent that the children will not have the social, psychological, cultural or 
environmental knowledge and skills to be able to navigate freely in their environment. 
Of the children in Generation Z in Malone’s research, of those 16 years old and under, 
92% live in urban environments and the majority of them lead highly adult-organised 
and controlled lives. Malone (2007) calls the children members of the ‘the bubble 
wrap generation’ and she points out that urban children spend less time outside than 
earlier generations and therefore have less exposure to the natural world As a result 
they may not have access to inspirational moments that teach love of the natural 
environment. Louv (2005) calls this phenomenon ‘nature deficit disorder’, while 
Palmer (2006) describes the decline of children’s independence as part of a wider 
problem that she calls ‘toxic childhood syndrome’. Coupled with separation from 
nature, Elder (2009) highlights the phenomenon of the excessive manufacture, 
marketing and use of safety products for what he calls ‘cotton wool kids’ in the 
‘coddled generation’ (p. 11). He claims that such devices as safety hats, temporary 
lost and found tattoos and baby GPS units highlight western society’s preoccupation 
with protecting its children from all possible dangers, and that the marketing of these 
devices plays on the paranoia of parents rather than presenting a clear risk to children. 
As a consequence of this fear, parents restrict their children’s movements, particularly 
 85 
as pedestrians and cyclists, with the result that children are becoming both less 
independent and less resilient.  
 
Baraldi (2010) considers it a parental lack of trust in their children that hinders them 
from being political actors who can contribute to decision-making and capable to 
bring about improvements in their lives. Indeed, if children wish to become 
environmental actors or change agents in their family homes, research suggests that 
they may need to overcome substantial, adult-led hegemonic forces that cocoon the 
children in protective blankets rather than allowing them to express themselves as 
environmental leaders. This literature on familial protectiveness means that 
environmental educators and researchers need to look more closely at how parents 
influence children’s efficacy as environmental leaders. 
 
Critical theorists believe that parental influence over their children primarily takes 
place in the family home and that the family home is a site where parents pass on their 
cultural capital to their children, with some homes dominated by familial hegemony 
(Atkinson, 2012). Family homes are incubators for children’s morality and values 
(Payne, 2010) and parents are the gatekeepers of family culture, controlling the 
cultural consumption and lifestyle expectations of their children (Cawsey, 2009). 
However, critical theorists point out that parents are themselves controlled by societal 
hegemonic forces, and these forces, in the form of cultural norms play an important 
part in shaping people’s environmental behaviour (Kollmus & Agyeman, 2002). For 
example, these forces impel parents to maintain busy and highly structured lifestyles 
leaving them with insufficient time or freedom (Hart, 1992) to commit to adopting 
roles as environmental educators within their families (Duvall & Zint, 2007). 
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Horkheimer (1982) is adamant that the pressure on adults in families to maintain their 
busy lifestyles relegates these adults to a sterile state of functioning, unable to resist 
Western societal norms and preconceptions, such as the need to live structured, busy 
lives (Morrow & Torres, 1995). Findings from research by Tomanovic (2004) in 
Serbia in 1993 and 2000 add further weight to the argument that children are 
confronted and shaped by powerful, parental-dominated familial forces in their family 
homes. The participants were 4–7-year-old children and their family members and 
11–14-year-old children and their family members respectively. The researcher found 
that the children's everyday lives were shaped directly by family habitus and lifestyle, 
which influenced their use of space, and organisation of time and cultural tastes. The 
children's cultural tastes were reflections of their families' lifestyles, including cultural 
consumption and preferences. Families also set the structural and interactional frames 
for the children’s everyday practices even as children were actively involved in 
negotiating different interactional contexts within the family domain in order to meet 
their needs. These findings by Tomanovic (2004) have major implications for 
environmental education researchers who seek to position children as environmental 
leaders in their family homes: children face the challenge of altering not only their 
own environmental attitudes and behaviours but also those of their family members. 
Attempting to change the attitudes and behaviours of people who have helped to 
shape their own beliefs and practices will require children to negotiate their family 
domain strategically. 
 
This section has revealed that familial forces influence children in their everyday lives 
and that in attempting to protect their children, parents may diminish their children’s 
independence. Meanwhile, critical theorists suggest that the family home is a site that 
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nurtures familial hegemony in the form of dominant parents. The consequence of 
these findings may be that in order to lead environmental change in their homes, 
children will need deeper understandings of the nature of these familial forces. Only 
by understanding these familial forces can strategies be developed that will allow 
them to successfully lead environmental change in their family domains.  
2.6.3 Societal forces 
The family home is not exempt from the influence of societal hegemonic forces, with 
members being bombarded by societal forces that disempower them from taking 
action on behalf of the environment. Critical theorists argue that disempowerment 
occurs when individuals in the West become alienated from the roots of 
environmental problems and decision-making processes on how to solve these 
environmental problems. They may feel further pressured to uphold their lifestyles 
even at a cost to the environment. This section reviews literature that pertains to the 
influence of societal hegemony on individuals’ environmental attitudes and 
behaviour; the role of the media in perpetuating societal hegemony; and discusses 
implications for environmental educators and researchers.  
 
Individuals living in Western society are disempowered from acting on behalf of the 
environment because they feel alienated from the environmental problems facing 
them including decision-making processes around these environmental problems. 
These individuals have an external locus of control and subsequently feel that 
environmental change can only be brought about by powerful others, such as 
governments, when they provide suitable infrastructure and leadership (Kollmuss & 
Agyeman, 2002). Critical theorists argue that individuals are disempowered by 
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societal asymmetries of power and privilege and are unfree to take action on such 
problems as environmental damage (McLaren, 2003a), because they are not able to 
identify and comprehend the roots of these wrongdoings (Bauman, 2002). In order to 
fully comprehend the reasons behind the poor state of the environment, humans need 
to be privy to the political, social and economic factors that have helped to create the 
situation in the first place. It is made far more difficult when these individuals are 
immersed in and unwittingly disempowered by a system that shields them from the 
decision-making processes. Watson (1997) describes individuals living in the West as 
languishing under the spike wheels of a mega machine, where they help to make it go 
but have no stake in it. A key component of that mega-machine is the media. Media 
reports dictate current public understanding of ecological principles and subsequent 
decision-making (Bowers, 1996; Louv, 2005; Orr, 1992; Slingsby, 2001; Stone & 
Barlow, 2005) and environmental educators need to support students to understand 
how the media presents a biased view of environmental problems (Balgopal & 
Wallace, 2009) that in turn influences their environmental attitudes and actions. For 
environmental educators to support students to become environmental change agents 
they will need to provide the students with opportunities to better understand how 
societal norms sway the environmental attitudes of them and those who they wish to 
influence to live in a more environmentally responsible manner.  
 
Another societal force bombarding individuals is the belief that pro-environmental 
behaviour cannot coexist with behaviour to maintain prosperous lifestyles. Kollmuss 
and Agyeman (2002) claim that economic factors certainly influence pro-
environmental decision-making. Au and Apple (2007) claim that Western individuals 
are dominated by Western rationalism, which is a linear paradigm that constrains 
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thinking and action to an ‘either-or’ dichotomy. Once again, the media plays a 
significant role in perpetuating this dichotomy. An example of this is the recent debate 
reported in the media on the lengths to which governments should go to protect the 
environment. While the Australian Prime Minister, Tony Abbott, argued that his 
government has struck the right balance between protecting the economy and the 
environment, green groups assert that the government’s commitment to the 
environment is inadequate and does not go far enough to avoid dangerous climate 
change (Sturmer & Henderson, 2015). The argument is framed as a dichotomy: 
protect the environment at the cost of the economy or protect the economy at the cost 
of the environment. Welch (2009) points out that humans are fast approaching a 
scenario in which, like their ancestors, the environment will determine how they live 
their lives, as opposed to the current mind-set in which humans live despite the impact 
on the environment. This new reality will demand that humans no longer seek social 
advancement to the detriment of the environment. A challenge facing environmental 
educators is how to offer their students opportunities to understand the tension 
between the financial cost of protecting the environment and taking appropriate action 
to protect the environment, but also how they can overcome this tension when trying 
to lead environmental change in local settings. 
 
This section suggests that families in the West are disempowered from living in an 
environmentally responsible manner by societal forces that alienate them from the 
causes of the environmental problems and decision-making on how to solve them. 
Individuals exist in a state of tension between living sustainably and maintaining a 
prosperous quality of life. This tension is exacerbated by societal norms and the 
media’s dichotomised depiction of environmental problems and solutions. The 
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influences of these societal forces have implications for environmental educators: to 
position students as environmental change agents, EEPs need to provide them with 
understandings of the nature and influence of societal forces so that appropriate 
strategies can be developed.  
2.6.4 Summary 
The literature reveals that children and their family members are bombarded by 
educational, familial and societal forces in their daily lives. Critical theorists claim 
that schools are dominated by pedagogy that disempowers children through the 
inculcation of technical knowledge that is irrelevant to their lived experiences. 
Educational forces disempower children from gaining a better understanding of the 
causes of environmental problems and the types of action that they could take to help.  
 
Families are also powerful hegemonic forces in children’s life worlds. Parents are the 
major influence on children’s behaviours and attitudes, and significantly, the very 
children who are being positioned to adopt environmental leadership roles in their 
schools and communities are ill-prepared to take on these leadership roles because of 
what Palmer (2006) calls toxic childhood syndrome.  
 
Further, the wheels of a mega-machine (Watson, 1997) relentlessly influence and 
dictate the environmental attitudes and behaviours of individuals living in Western 
society. This provides an argument for environmental educators to adopt a counter-
hegemonic stance. Therefore, EEPs will need to help children to understand the 
influence of hegemonic forces in their lives, and help children develop the skills and 
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tools needed to take action on behalf of the environment while countering these 
hegemonic forces.   
2.7 Critical pedagogy 
Just as critical theorists offer insights into the disempowering effects of hegemonic 
forces on children and their family members, so too do they advocate pedagogies that 
empower students to better navigate these forces in order to lead others to more 
environmentally responsible ways of living. Traditional Western schools utilise 
pedagogies that train students to exploit social and environmental systems for the 
purpose of their own advancement (Meadow, 2005). However, critical theorists 
advocate pedagogies that encourage students to challenge the social, political and 
economic hegemonic forces that weigh heavily on their lives in order to transform the 
world into a more just and enlightened place (Peterson, 2003).  To support children to 
become competent to take action on behalf of the environment, critical theorists 
believe that children should be eco-literate; able to recognise educational, familial and 
social forces at play in their lives and the impact of these forces on their 
environmental attitudes and behaviour.  
 
The literature reviewed in these sections focus on three key goals of critical 
pedagogy: to support children to become critical, effective environmental actors; to 
enable children to become competent to take action on behalf of the environment; and 
to provide children with an understanding of the relationship between their customs 
and beliefs and global environmental problems. These sections also demonstrate the 
implications of these goals for environmental educators.  
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2.7.1 Challenging hegemony with adult support 
The first element of critical pedagogy to be addressed is the belief by critical theorists 
that in order to succeed as environmental change agents, students require the support 
of adults. In this section, the reviewed literature focuses on why adults are crucial in 
enabling children to become environmental change agents, and how research has a 
major role to play in informing the substance of future EEPs underpinned by critical 
pedagogy.  
 
Critical theorists believe that children are traditionally voiceless (Giroux, 2003) and in 
order to become environmental leaders children need not only appropriate knowledge 
and skills, but also strategic support from adults. Freire (2003) states that teachers 
need to become partners with students in the quest to facilitate the act of cognition, 
rather than the sterile act of simply transferring information. As shown earlier, Jensen 
(2002) and Prabawa-Sear and Baudains (2011) also point out the value of adults 
collaborating with children in inquiry-based learning projects to empower the children 
to take action on local environmental problem. Through these projects the children 
analysed their surroundings and then took steps to rectify the problems. However, 
expecting students to solve environmental problems without proper regard for their 
infinite complexities is setting the students up for potential failure (Jickling, 1991). 
Therefore, educators need to work alongside the children to become environmental 
change agents, helping them to build ‘civic courage’ (Giroux, 1985) and suitable 
action plans to deal with the problems. Giroux (1985) claims that children need civic 
courage to challenge the social, political and economic forces that weigh heavily on 
their lives. Further, adults play a key role in fostering children’s efficacy to challenge 
these forces. 
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Another issue facing environmental educators is that students face tension between 
particular values that they hold and their attitudes towards a situation or 
environmental problem. Therefore, teachers need to be pro-active: planning learning 
experiences that promote conscious adoption of an ethic of care and encouraging 
students to engage in active on-going reflection on it by consciously seeking 
consistency between the values or principles that are parts of it. Critical theorists 
assert that teachers should use a wide range of pedagogical strategies for dealing 
fairly with controversial issues in the classroom, including inquiry learning, political 
literacy and community problem solving (Fien, 2000). Moreover, it is vitally 
important that teachers allow students to identify environmental problems that interest 
them (Jickling, 1991) and form their own attitudes rather than tell them how their 
values should be applied on particular issues, otherwise, indoctrination takes place 
(Fien, 2003).  
 
Also, if teachers want students to examine ideologies, criticize conventional wisdom 
and participate in cultural criticism and reconstruction, then teachers must accept that 
they may well reject the externally imposed aim that has been pre-selected for them 
(Fien, 1993). Researchers such as Jickling (1994) argue that EE should educate 
students and not condition them to believe in a constellation of correct environmental 
views. To educate someone means to provide students with the scope and skills to 
make sense of the world and why relationships exist in the world at environmental, 
political and economic levels (Jickling, 1994). In other words, according to critical 
theorists there needs to be a shift in educator practice toward a pedagogy grounded in 
the experiential development of the skills of critical and systems thinking, 
communication and collaboration (Tarrant & Thiele, 2016). Tarrant and Thiele 
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(2016), also claim that educators need to create flexible learning environments that 
provide students not with ‘final destinations, but paths of learning’ (p. 62) along 
which they can collaborate with their teachers to successfully navigate the fast 
changing landscape. However, it is vital that teachers provide students with sufficient 
encouragement to overcome the difficulties that they may face as they evaluate 
environmental issues in their classrooms (Jickling, 1991).  
 
Adults also play an important role in supporting students to challenge hegemonic 
forces by better understanding how these forces operate in the children’s lives. 
However, Robottom and Hart (1993) assert that research rarely takes into account the 
historical, social and political context where environmental acts take place. Graham 
and Fitzgerald (2010) insist that educators should take a further step by inviting 
children to participate in research, and by doing so children gain insight into their 
experiences of being marginalized and unheard. Within this partnership framework 
between adults and children, Freire (2003) theorises that students would no longer be 
docile listeners, but critical co-investigators in dialogue with their teachers. By being 
co-investigators, the students develop the power to perceive critically their existence 
in the world. Freire claims that by helping children develop critical skills to analyse 
their surroundings, there is less chance that they will feel disempowered and a greater 
chance that they will be able to change the world around them.  
 
The family home represents an intersection of these educational and social forces and 
is an important locus for research into how these forces operate in the lives of 
children. By conducting research that explores the places where children live, data can 
be gathered that pertains to types of hegemonic forces that heavily influence 
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children’s lives, and how their interactions with these forces impact on the 
environment (Gruenewald, 2003). Smith (2013) claims that place-based research, 
such as in the family home, can provide information on the dominant ideas, 
assumptions and ideologies present in the participants’ lives. For example, the data 
may provide insights into the influence of social norms and mores on the participants’ 
environmental attitudes and subsequent actions in and around the family home. Such 
knowledge can assist environmental educators to build EEPs in the future that more 
effectively support students to become environmental change agents. 
 
This section has shown that adult support is needed to enable students to become 
environmental change agents and help them understand and navigate familial and 
societal hegemonic forces that they may confront when attempting to achieve their 
goals. Critical theorists suggest that further research should take place in students’ 
homes because the family home is a site that represents the intersection of 
educational, familial and societal forces. The knowledge gained from such research 
will help to build EEPs that support students to become effective environmental 
change agents.  
2.7.2 Action competence 
Another element of critical pedagogy is the belief that students should be able to 
critically evaluate the causes of environmental problems and be competent to take 
appropriate action in order to rectify these problems. In this section the literature that 
has been reviewed reveals the foundations of action competence and how fostering 
action competence enables students to better understand their roles in contributing to 
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and solving environmental problems. Once again, the literature shows that the support 
of adults is crucial in enabling students to become action competent.   
 
The foundations of the concept of action competence were formed in Denmark in the 
1980s. Authorities began questioning the long-held belief that children should 
develop a caring attitude for the environment through exposure to nature and 
consequently adopted the idea that environmental concern had to be an 
anthropocentric endeavour. ‘Human ecology’, as it became known, underlined the 
abilities of people to foresee the future and to make responsible decisions, including 
making value judgments related to equality and fairness in stewardship of natural 
resources (Breiting & Wickenberg, 2010). Crucially, by looking at environmental 
education through an anthropocentric lens, EEPs in Denmark began to focus on 
children’s use of natural resources now and into the future (Breiting & Wickenberg, 
2010). This represented an epistemological and pedagogical change where students in 
EEPs were pressed to analyse how human decision-making processes impact on the 
environment. Children were challenged to understand that human interaction with and 
care for the environment are part of a wider political process and part of bringing 
about positive change in this arena includes learning how the political process works 
so as to identify and negotiate the forces at play. Educators challenged their students 
to think critically about the political and natural world around them and to regard 
environmental problems as societal issues that involve conflicting interests (Breiting 
& Wickenberg, 2010).  
 
Action competence also involves the development of the capacities and powers so that 
each human can question preconceived opinions, prejudices and so-called ‘given 
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facts’ (Morgensen & Schnack, 2009). It is vitally important that environmental 
educators keep in mind the cultural contexts of the students’ lives when planning 
EEPs (Jickling & Spork, 1998). Students need to hear a variety of theories and 
participate in a range of activities (Fien, 1993). By doing so, the students can debate, 
evaluate, and judge for themselves the relative merits of contesting positions 
(Jickling, 1994). Jickling (1991) maintains that teachers and students should curtail 
their zeal to solve environmental problems and instead approach global environmental 
problems with humility and a ‘sense of being small … in a large complex world’ (p. 
154). It must be noted, however, that after considerable investigation and discussion, 
students may settle on an environmental problem to solve that becomes something 
other than what it once seemed (Jickling, 1991). In other words, research into the 
environmental problem and work in the field to solve this problem may unearth 
complications that the students and their teachers had not foreseen.  
 
Critical pedagogy in environmental education is underpinned by the idea that 
environmental problems are structurally anchored in society and social norms. 
Therefore, students should be aware of these norms and the impact that they have on 
individuals’ environmental attitudes and behaviour. Jensen and Schnack (2006) claim 
that educators need to support their students to find solutions to environmental 
problems through changes at both the societal and individual levels. However, in 
order to make those changes, students need to understand what prejudices and 
opinions influence individuals to think and act in the ways they do. To develop action 
competence, students should be helped to become active citizens who have 
knowledge of not just the scientific nature of contemporary environmental problems, 
but also the societal systems that have created these problems in the first place. 
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Environmental educators and researchers are thus challenged to create opportunities 
for children to reflexively analyse the environmental problems facing them and 
develop solutions to these individual and societal problems at their local level. 
 
Another component of action competence is the ability to participate democratically 
in environmental issue resolution (Short, 2010). Therefore, creating EEPs that engage 
children as democratic participants to solve environmental problems could mean 
breaking with educational systems in which children do not traditionally have a voice 
in the direction that their learning takes them. EEPs underpinned by the goal of 
supporting students to increase their levels of action competence will need to utilise 
methods that provide children with authentic opportunities to engage in democratic 
processes. Jensen (1997) created an approach that provides guidelines for educators to 
develop more democratic processes, which is called the IVAC Approach. 
Underpinned by the critical concept of action competence, the IVAC Approach 
(Investigations, Visions, Actions and Changes) has the children investigating a theme; 
developing a vision; deciding on action possibilities to achieve that vision; and 
determining the barriers that might stand in the way of achieving the changes required 
to enact the vision. Table 2.1 presents questions that guide a locally significant 
investigation using the IVAC Approach. 
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Table 2.1: The IVAC approach (investigations, visions, actions and 
changes) 
A) Investigation of a theme Why is this important to us? 
 What is its significance to us/others, now and in 
the future? 
 What influence do lifestyle and living conditions 
have? 
 What influences are we exposed to and why? 
 How were things before and why have they 
changed? 
 
B) Development of visions What alternatives are imaginable? 
 How are the conditions in other schools, countries 
and cultures? 
 What alternatives do we prefer and why? 
 
C) Action and change What changes will bring us closer to the visions? 
Changes within ourselves? In the classroom? In 
society? 
 What action possibilities exist for realising these 
changes? 
 What barriers might prevent the undertaking of 
these actions? 
 What barriers might prevent actions from 
resulting in change? 
 What actions will we initiate? 
 How will we evaluate those actions? 
  
The IVAC approach was developed and used in Jensen’s (1997) study with 7th Grade 
male and female students (12–13 years old) in the Danish Network of Health-
Promoting Schools. The purpose of the study was to initially address the issue of 
alcohol consumption; a subject that was beginning to interest the students at that age. 
As one of their concrete actions, the students decided to present some advice to their 
parents about how they should act towards their children regarding alcohol. The 
students felt that parents were misinformed about their own children and that their 
parents should take more time to listen to their children’s attitudes towards drinking 
alcohol. An important achievement of the IVAC approach was that it was a fruitful 
starting point for intergenerational discussions. The students organised small group 
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discussions as part of their action plan, choosing not to place parents in the same 
groups with their own children. The result of the research project – conducted through 
interviews with the parents – was that a majority of parents learned a lot about their 
children’s attitudes to alcohol. Several parents indicated that they had altered their 
perceptions as a result of these discussions. Jensen’s study highlights the benefits of a 
program where students are given an opportunity to become researchers. They 
investigated a theme or problem that was important to them; imagined an alternative 
to this problem; put in place an action plan; and worked towards change. Even though 
this wasn’t an environmental education project, Jensen’s study demonstrates how 
children, when given the opportunity, can bring together members of their community 
as a form of democratic engagement with an issue of significance to the community.  
 
By inviting collaboration with adults, and by using a suitable tool (IVAC), Jensen 
provided the children with an opportunity to transform into change agents. The 
teachers who participated in this project responded to student concerns and used the 
IVAC as a tool to support children to take action on an issue of concern. This once 
again highlights the importance of teachers being aware of students’ interests and 
creating programs that are relevant to those interests. Also important is the fact that 
the children achieved their goal of raising awareness of alcohol consumption with 
their parents by following a school-based structure that allowed them to investigate an 
issue relevant to their everyday lives; create a vision for change; and take action to 
bring about change. This positive result for the children is a potent reminder to 
educators and researchers of the potential of children to become change agents. Such 
a program could fruitfully be used to focus attention on environmental issues.  
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Literature in Section 2.7.2 provides insights into the notion of action competence. 
Critical theorists argue that if environmental educators seek to foster their students’ 
action competence, the students can develop capacities and powers to question 
preconceived opinions, prejudices and so-called given facts (Morgensen & Schnack, 
2009). Given the heavy influence of hegemonic educational, familial and social forces 
on the attitudes and behaviour of children, critical theorists recommend that EEPs be 
underpinned by the goal of developing action competence in students (Breiting & 
Wickenberg, 2010). By developing action competence, students learn how to 
participate in democratic processes with adults in schools. Therefore, the challenge 
for environmental educators and researchers is to create programs that authentically 
support children to identify problems of interest to them; allow children to identify the 
forces that have caused and perpetuate these problems; and provide children with 
opportunities to democratically share with adults to plan strategies to solve these 
problems.  
2.7.3 Eco-literacy 
A further requirement of critical pedagogy is that students become eco-literate, or able 
to understand how people and societies relate to one another and to natural systems 
(Orr, 1990). By becoming eco-literate, students are better prepared to create 
environmental projects that are relevant to the cultural needs of themselves and their 
communities. This section contains literature that shows how eco-literacy enables 
students to understand how their cultural values contribute to environmental problems 
and how the environment is part of a complex series of economic, political and social 
systems. The literature also demonstrates that environmental educators face a 
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challenge in supporting students to become eco-literate, as many children live in 
urban environments. 
 
Orr (1992) defines ecological literacy as ‘knowing, caring and practical competence’ 
(p. 92). In other words, an eco-literate person is someone who understands the 
dynamics of the environmental crisis, which includes a thorough understanding of 
how people and societies have become so destructive (Orr, 1992). Environmental 
literacy – or eco-literacy – is essentially the capacity to perceive and interpret the 
relative health of environmental systems and take appropriate action to maintain, 
restore, or improve the health of those systems (Roth, 1992). Stables and Bishop 
(2001) claim that if the term literate is to be used then the environment must be seen 
as a text. Therefore an environmentally - or eco-literate person - should be able to 
read the environment historically and aesthetically (Stables & Bishop, 2001).  
Furthermore, Ecological literacy is rooted knowledge. It refers to the theoretical and 
practical understanding, moral imagination and aesthetic sensibility of those who 
clearly appreciate the natural resources they use because they live sufficiently close to 
them (Prakash, 1995). However, the ‘opacity’ of gigantic institutions, the enormous 
physical power of technologies and ecological illiteracy simultaneously masks the 
‘price of progress’, the ‘real’ bills nature pays for taken-for-granted comforts and 
conveniences (Prakash, 1995). Orr (1992) argues that all forms of education can be 
seen as contributing to ecological literacy or illiteracy. Consequently, the ability to 
make decisions and choices ‘within the contexts of their activities as consumers, 
producers, recreators, and voters, in a fashion that will permit a sustainable human 
society, is dependent upon the degree of environmental literacy or each citizen’ (Roth, 
1992, p. 11).  
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Critical pedagogy is underpinned by the belief that eco-literate students will be better 
able to plan and act on behalf of the environment because they are able to take into 
account their cultural values and how social structures like religion, science, politics, 
technology and patriarchy influence their attitudes and behaviour (Duailibi, 2006; Orr, 
1990). Traditional pedagogies focus on technical knowledge about environmental 
problems (McLaren, 2003b), and traditionally, EE has been constructed as 
individualistic, moralistic, behavioural, scientifically focused and apolitical (Fien, 
Jensen & Ferreira, 1997). Instead EE should have a socially critical approach in which 
solutions to environmental, development and health issues are closely entwined and 
reflect the complex links between the social, economic and political factors that play a 
major role in determining the well-being of people, populations and nature (Fien et 
al., 1997). Jickling (1991) argues that without critical thinking at the heart of EE, 
students focus on symptoms of an environmental problem, rather than being educated 
by their teachers about deeper issues that underlie the problem. ‘This tinkering with 
symptoms can be likened to applying patches to conceptually leaky boats’ (Jickling, 
1991, p. 154).  
 
According to critical theorists, in order to support students to become eco-literate, 
educators should allow the students to experience and learn about the ‘real world’ 
(Lugg & Hodgson, 2009) and attain a continuum of competencies involving 
understandings, skills and actions: awareness; concern; understanding and finally 
action (Roth, 1992). In order to learn about the ‘real world’ students need to be placed 
in environments that expose them to the ‘messiness’ of sustainability issues (Lugg & 
Hodgson, 2009). Nature-based approaches to EE need to be balanced with social and 
political engagements with the root causes of unattainability that people face in their 
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communities (Fien, 2003; Lugg & Hodgson, 2009). Critical pedagogy prepares 
students to understand not only the nature of the environmental predicament they 
face, but also the human causes of the environmental predicament (Orr, 1990), 
marking a shift of focus by environmental educators from education in and about the 
environment to education ‘for’ the environment. ‘Education for the environment’ 
involves critical thinking; analysis of power relationships in society; cultural criticism 
and exposure to alternative world-views (Fien, 1993). By focusing on the ‘for’ part, 
educators provide learners with the skills to take positive action based on a critical 
understanding of how complex systems, such as environments and ecosystems, 
economic and socio-political systems work (Linke, 1980; Lucas, 1979).  
 
Critical theorists also believe that major objective of EE is to produce students who 
are motivated toward the rational use of all the environment in order to develop the 
highest quality of life for all (Roth, 1992). Lewis et al. (2008) report on a study 
conducted in a Montessori school (primary) in Western Australia. The school had a 
desire to join the Values Education Good Practice Schools (VEGPS), an organisation 
that promotes the importance of whole school thinking around the concept of values 
education. The school was situated near a wetlands area and was attempting to link 
some education for sustainability projects within the wetlands with the VEGPS values 
objectives. The research project showed that the school’s ultimate aim, through 
hands-on activities in the wetlands area, was to lead the students to awareness of the 
interrelationships between fragmentary pieces of information such as pollution levels 
and the health of the wetlands eco-system. This type of systems thinking positions 
students to see the whole picture, connecting the wetlands project with the whole 
planet and how environmental, economic and socio-political systems are interwoven 
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(Tilbury & Cooke, 2005). The researchers reported that the students enjoyed the 
hands-on activities in the wetlands and some were able to make the connection 
between their activity and the world as an integrated whole. What also became 
evident was that the school-based activities led to either changed behaviour or 
intention to make changes. The study highlighted that by building their students’ eco-
literacy, environmental educators support students to make the connections between 
global environmental problems and environmental problems in their own domains.  
 
While the study by Lewis et al. (2008) demonstrates the value of using natural 
habitats to develop students’ eco-literacy levels, there is still a challenge facing 
environmental educators on how to build eco-literacy in students using urban 
environments. Wooltorton (2006, p. 27) claims that students have to learn to interpret 
the ‘language of the land’ by taking into account the traditional natural signs, such as 
impacts on weather patterns and eco-systems. However, many children live in urban 
environments (Malone, 2007). Developing eco-literacy means understanding the 
symbols of their urban environments (Atkinson, 2012) and what these symbols 
represent in relation to human interaction with the environment. For example, urban 
symbols such as photovoltaic panels on the roofs of houses and multinational 
company logos brandished on billboards can be used by environmental educators to 
educate students about the tension that exists between environmentally responsible 
behaviour and consumerism.  
 
The challenge for environmental educators is how to support children to see how 
urban symbols represent the relationship between their lifestyles and the health of the 
environment. Using the family home provides a possible solution to this challenge for 
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environmental educators: political and social forces shape family homes, and 
Fleischer (2011) argues that students should be provided with opportunities to re-
inhabit these places so that they can better understand the nature of these forces. In 
other words, students should be able to analyse these familiar places so that they 
become more literate about the forces and symbols that shape their everyday 
paradigms and behaviour. Providing students with opportunities to re-inhabit their 
communities and family homes is one way that educators can support students to 
become eco-literate. 
 
Review of the literature from Section 2.7.3 provides insights into another key element 
of critical pedagogy: eco-literacy. Critical theorists maintain that in order to transform 
the world around them, children need to understand the complex relationships that 
exist between eco-systems. Understanding these relationships is a hallmark of eco-
literacy. However, while critical theorists appeal to educators to support children to 
become eco-literate, the challenge facing environmental educators is how to achieve 
this goal while operating in urban learning environments. 
2.7.4 Summary 
Review of the literature on critical pedagogy highlights critical theorists’ beliefs that 
educators should enable their students to become competent to take action on behalf 
of the environment by understanding the relationship between social, economic and 
political customs and global environmental problems. Critical pedagogy offers an 
alternative environmental education approach to traditional methods: instead of 
furnishing students with technical knowledge on causes of environmental problems, 
students are instead supported by adults to reflexively research environmental 
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problems in order to reach effective solutions. In order for environmental educators to 
utilise critical pedagogy effectively they need to set their EEPs in domains relevant to 
their students, so that the students can better understand how their own cultural 
practices contribute to global environmental problems. Critical theorists believe that 
by supporting children to become eco-literate they are more likely to become 
competent to take action on behalf of the environment.  
2.8 Synthesis of chapter 
In Australia, environmental education policy makers encourage educators to include 
children in decision-making on EEPs, but there is a need for environmental educators 
to develop innovative tools that support children to take action on behalf of the 
environment. Children should develop understanding of the interconnectedness 
between humans and the environment in order to be effective environmental actors 
and change agents. Adults should support children to be effective environmental 
actors and change agents through designing EEPs that are capable of influencing the 
environmental attitudes and behaviour of both students and family members. 
However, hegemonic educational, familial and social forces are at play in the lives of 
children and their family members and critical pedagogy presents a means by which 
students can understand and negotiate these hegemonic forces in order to become 
environmental change agents.  
 
Environmental educators are challenged by policy makers and researchers to provide 
students with opportunities to take ownership of finding solutions to environmental 
problems by developing deeper understandings of interdependencies among 
environmental, social, cultural and economic systems. Research demonstrates that 
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through focusing on local environmental problems and taking into account their 
contribution to these problems, children can effectively take action on these problems 
and grasp how their local actions have global significance. Policy makers ask that 
teachers support students to become environmental actors not only in their schools 
and communities but also in their family homes (DEH, 2007). This is particularly 
pertinent because the family home is an ideal site to investigate the impact of 
educational, familial and social mores on the attitudes and behaviours of children and 
their family members.  
 
Literature also shows that EEPs are able to influence the attitudes and behaviour of 
not only the participating children but also their family members. While this is 
encouraging, very little research includes EEPs that position children specifically as 
environmental change agents in their family homes. Further, in only a few of the 
research projects reviewed were tools expressly designed to support children to 
influence change in their family homes. Having children collaborate to design tools to 
specifically influence family attitudes and behaviours, thus, could enable children to 
take school-based lessons into their family homes. Additionally, the creation of EEPs 
that develop and test such tools is also in keeping with the requests of environmental 
education policy makers, who see a need for the development of innovative tools to 
inspire children to care for their future.  
 
Mindful of the existence of powerful hegemonic educational, familial and social 
forces in the lives of children and their family members, environmental educators are 
challenged to create EEPs that prepare children to take on these forces in order to help 
the environment: this could mean children breaking adult-centric power structures. 
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Also, if children are likely to lead environmental change in their family homes, they 
will be exposed to familial and social hegemonic powers. Thus, the current study 
draws together recommendations from several areas of research in environmental 
education to consider how students in a school-based EEP could be supported to 
develop a tool that enables them to lead environmental change in their homes.  
 
Finally, review of the literature highlights the strong connection between the key 
tenets of critical theory and EE policies and practice in Australia and on the 
international scene. EE policy writers and educators have attempted to position 
children as environmental actors and leaders, capable of understanding the social, 
political and economic causes of the environmental problems facing them. These 
causes are in keeping with critical theory, whose proponents claim that children are 
bombarded by social, familial and societal hegemonic forces. EE policy writers and 
educators have attempted to provide children with skills and opportunities to work 
alongside adults to solve environmental problems, while critical pedagogy itself offers 
a vision for education that empowers children to transform for the better the world 
and those around them. Therefore, critical theory is highly suitable to frame the 
current research study: its tenets of empowerment and transformation for children 
offered the researcher the motivation to design the Protocol and a lens through which 
to analyse the findings from the data around the notions of power and hegemony.   
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Chapter 3: Research design and methodological 
framework 
 
Getting mad is no longer enough. We must learn how to act in the world in ways that 
allow us to expose the workings of an invisible empire that leaves even more children 
behind. (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011b, p. 93) 
3.1 Overview 
The notion of an ‘invisible empire’ leaving even more children behind (Denzin & 
Lincoln, 2011a, p. 93) dramatically echoes the researcher’s belief that education and 
social systems act as invisible empires which, without malice, suppress children’s 
potency as environmental leaders. Children are left behind by adult-centric systems 
that unwittingly fail to provide them with authentic opportunities to plan and lead 
environmental initiatives. The review of the literature in Chapter 2 showed that calls 
have been made from the highest echelons to give children a greater voice in decision-
making on global issues relevant to them. Environmental education has provided 
children with knowledge and skills to take action on behalf of the environment, while 
also raising awareness of the plight of the environment in their family homes. 
However, rarely have children been deliberately positioned to lead environmental 
initiatives, or more particularly, be intergenerational environmental change agents in 
their family homes. Therefore, the aim of this study was to provide a group of 
children with an educational tool that could support them to encourage environmental 
change in their family homes. 
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The primary research question was:  
How effective is a shared Protocol for enabling children to become intergenerational 
environmental change agents, fostering environmentally responsible behaviour in the 
family home? 
Three supporting questions focused on the interactions within the family home:  
 
1. What took place in the negotiation and signing phases of the Protocol and 
what key forces influenced what took place in these phases?  
2. How did individuals ‘take up’ and/or respond to different roles and 
responsibilities brought about by the implementation of the 
Protocol and what key forces influenced their decisions?  
3. How sustainable were the changes facilitated by the Protocol in the 
family environmental practices and what key forces influenced the 
sustainability of these changes?  
In order to answer the research questions a qualitative case study was developed.  
The study examined how negotiating a shared Protocol influenced the environmental 
attitudes and actions of the participants in their family homes. Semi-structured 
interviews were used to explore what took place in the participants’ homes during the 
study and the forces that shaped their decisions.  
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A theoretical framework drawing on critical theory underpinned the design of this 
research study. Critical theory incorporates and promotes the concepts of 
transformation and emancipation, while entreating researchers to provide participants 
with opportunities to bring about social change within their own domains (Giroux, 
2003). In this study an educational tool – the Protocol – was tested to see how 
effectively it supported children to transform themselves into environmental leaders in 
their own domains and bring about a change of environmental behaviour in their 
family members. The concept of transformation is a key principle of critical theory, 
with critical theorists advocating human emancipation from circumstances that 
enslave them (Horkheimer, 1982). Critical theory argues that individuals are 
dominated by ideological hegemony and controlled by such cultural institutions as 
education and the family (Giroux, 2003). This theory positioned the researcher to 
explore the possibility of such hegemonic forces at play in the lives of children and 
families as participants in this project. This study was built around the researcher’s 
belief that children are enslaved or oppressed by a lack of opportunities to adopt 
leadership roles in environmental education in their family homes. Further, the study 
was motivated by a desire to develop deeper understandings of the circumstances that 
impact on children in their family home environment as they seek to lead 
environmental change. A critical theory lens allowed the researcher to pay particular 
attention to how hegemonic forces influenced the decisions and actions of the 
participants.  
 
Critical theorists also insist that children should no longer be positioned as docile 
listeners (Freire, 2003) and instead should be encouraged to be co-investigators with 
adults in research projects that directly influence them (Graham & Fitzgerald, 2010). 
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The current research project, while driven by the researcher’s desire to give students 
an opportunity to transform themselves into environmental change agents, did not 
utilise a ‘child-framed’ design. Such a design would have offered the students an 
opportunity to initiate and share decisions with adults, which Arnstein (1969) claims 
is the greatest level of participation that children can be given.  
 
Nevertheless, the researcher chose not to implement a ‘child-framed’ design for two 
reasons. Firstly, from a pragmatic point of view, the concept of the Protocol was 
formulated by the researcher prior to the commencement of the recruitment phase of 
the current, and was a central inclusion in the Participant Information Letter. See 
Appendix D for a copy of the Participant Information Letter. Therefore, it was 
imperative that the researcher honour the expectations of the participants around the 
purpose and structure of the Protocol. Secondly, philosophically, the researcher was 
determined not to jeopardise the current study’s ‘story’ (Stake, 1998) as told by the 
students and their family members alone. In other words, it was not the researcher’s 
right or responsibility to collaborate with the students to influence or ‘win over’ their 
family members, and in doing so, possibly pollute the essence of the real-life events 
(Yin, 2003) that took place as the students attempted to implement the Protocol.  
 
Ultimately, the researcher introduced the idea of the Protocol to the students in the 
current study because it was an EE tool that he wanted to test within family homes. 
The notion of the Protocol existed prior to the commencement of the current research 
project and the researcher was satisfied that by introducing the Protocol to the 
students – and allowing them to make changes where they felt necessary – he was 
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adhering to the spirit with which he commenced the project: giving children an 
opportunity to become intergenerational environmental change agents.  
 
This chapter describes the research design, locus of the study, data collection tools, 
data collection procedures, data analysis procedures and addresses issues of 
trustworthiness and transferability of the project. 
3.2 Research design 
Research projects are strongly influenced by the researcher’s personal frame (Higgs, 
2001), and guided by what Denzin and Lincoln (2011b) describe as ‘a set of beliefs 
and feelings about the world and how it should be understood’ (p. 13). The belief that 
children should be given a louder voice on important global issues and given 
opportunities to lead environmental initiatives in their family homes was the 
foundation of this project. Drawing from this belief, the study adopts a critical case 
study design. Before justifying the use of critical case design for the current research 
project, the following section explains case study as a research method, including a 
brief history of case study as a research method. 
3.2.1 The case study 
Case study research sits within five traditions of qualitative research, alongside 
biography, phenomenology, grounded theory and ethnography (Creswell, 2009). 
Stake (1998) argues that there are three types of case study research: intrinsic, 
instrumental and collective. Intrinsic case study is taken when the researcher wants to 
better understand a particular case, allowing he case to reveal its story. Instrumental 
case study provides the researcher with insights into an issue or theory, facilitating the 
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researcher’s understanding of something else, while a collective case study allows the 
researcher to analyse a number of cases jointly in order to inquire into a phenomenon, 
population or general condition (Stake, 1998).  
 
Case studies have been around for as long as recorded history and today they account 
for a large proportion of research in sociology, history, political science and education 
(Flyvbjerg, 2011). The case study method, allows researchers to retain holistic and 
meaningful characteristics of real-life events, and continues to be used extensively in 
social science research, as well as in practice-oriented fields such as education (Yin, 
2003). In the United States of America, social sciences have a long tradition of using 
qualitative methods, and case studies and descriptive methods were central for a long 
time until the 1940s (Flick, 2006).  
 
Despite its longevity and deep traditions, case study research exists within a tribal war 
between those who support qualitative research and those who promote quantitative 
research (Flyvbjerg, 2011). For example, in Germany in the 1960s, a movement 
gained momentum that claimed that case study research allowed researchers to 
undertake qualitative research projects that provided more justice to the objects of the 
research than is possible in quantitative research (Flick, 2006). Staunch critics of the 
notion that research’s purpose was to make ethical judgments about the status of the 
objects of the research claimed that such qualitative research was ‘soft’ and lacked the 
‘hard’ experimental, standardising and quantifying rigour of quantitative research 
(Flick, 2006).  
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Even those who believe in the merits of case study research need to be acutely aware 
of its strengths and weaknesses (Flyvbjerg, 2011).  While on one hand case study 
research allows the investigator to acquire deep, highly conceptual understandings of 
phenomenon by linking causes and outcomes (Flyvbjerg, 2011), by placing him or 
herself in the ‘thick’ of what is going on in a case (Stake, 1995), the researcher may 
develop a bias or weak understanding of what is occurring in the phenomenon 
(Flyvbjerg, 2011). Case study researchers need to understand that they bring 
conceptual structures to a case and that the transfer of knowledge between them and 
the reader is hazardous (Stake, 2005). Stake (2005) goes further by stating that a case 
study gains credibility when the researcher continuously triangulates his or her 
descriptions and interpretations.  
 
Ultimately, case study research is suitable for research that involves education and 
family settings because in case study research, investigators are able to collect 
detailed information using a variety of data collection procedures over a sustained 
period of time (Stake, 1995). Where a case study involves several cases, the case 
study is in fact a unit of analysis (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014). By employing 
various data analysis procedures, including triangulation, the likelihood of 
misinterpretation of the findings is lowered (Stake, 1995).  
3.2.2 Critical case study 
The purpose behind this research project was to examine the effectiveness of a co-
signed Protocol for enabling children to become intergenerational change agents in 
their family homes. A critical case study design was appropriate for gaining 
understandings of the participants’ interactions with the Protocol over an extended 
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period of time in the complex environments of their family homes. The Protocol was 
also a focus for gathering data in the research. 
 
This empirical inquiry investigated a contemporary phenomenon in its real-life 
context (Yin, 2003). In this study the contemporary phenomenon was individuals in 
six families attempting to live in an environmentally responsible manner. The case 
design used in this study can be described as ‘case in case’, or as Baxter and Jack 
(2008) call a single case study with embedded units. The group of six families 
represented a single case, while each family represented an individual unit embedded 
within that single case. Data were gathered at the level of the family unit and then 
thematically analysed before being compared with themes found in data gathered 
from the other family units. The thematic findings of the case represented the 
common themes found in each of the embedded family units.  
 
The case study design allowed for investigation of the challenges that the participants 
faced as they attempted to follow strategies developed in the Protocol. The stories told 
by each family group that related to their interactions with the Protocol were 
interrogated through the data analysis process, and collective stories (Silverman, 
2005) were built around the common themes that were identified through the data 
(Baxter & Jack, 2008). These collective stories represented the synthesis of themes 
found after each phase of data collection; themes that related to participants’ 
reflections on what took place in each family home as they negotiated and 
implemented the Protocol.  
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The use of a case study design was also appropriate for this research project because it 
enabled an investigation of the issue of children as intergenerational environmental 
change agents through consideration of the characteristics of each family domain. 
Family domains are unique environments and the case study design allowed each of 
the family groups to share their views on the Protocol and the challenges of 
attempting to lead environmental change and live in a more environmentally 
responsible manner. Qualitative research assumes that there exists several versions of 
reality (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) and the case study design enabled the investigation of 
the complexities of each family unit (Stake, 1995).  
The Protocol was an important component of the research project because it was used 
by the children to initiate and implement discussions and actions around how families 
to live in a more environmentally responsible manner. The participants’ responses to 
the Protocol during the research project provided insights into the children as 
intergenerational change agents and their family members as they attempted to live in 
a more environmentally responsible manner. The detailed interviewing (Denzin & 
Lincoln, 2011a) within the critical case study allowed the researcher to get close to 
the participants and their perspectives on the Protocol in different phases over an 
extended time period (Yin, 2003). The detailed interviewing, made possible through 
the case study design, explored the decisions made by the participants (Yin, 2003) as 
they negotiated each stage of the Protocol’s implementation. This study sought what 
Patton (2002, p. 447) describes as ‘systematic, and in-depth information about each 
case’, over the implementation period of three months. Case study design guided the 
development of a consistent and systematic set of interview questions, aligned to 
supporting research questions, and collected from different sources (Mertens, 2005).  
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3.3 Research problem 
The problem being addressed in this research project is that children are rarely given 
the opportunity to be intergenerational environmental change agents in their family 
homes. The Protocol was crucial to this study as it provided a means by which the 
children could interact with their families about locally significant environmental 
issues. The family homes became the practical locations where the Protocol was 
implemented. Given that a major focus of this project was to understand the forces 
that influenced the participants and family members as they interacted with the 
Protocol and each other, the family homes are the sites where the participants 
experience these forces (Creswell, 2007). A moral place (Payne, 2010), the family 
home is where the children and their family members might regularly negotiate the 
types of actions to take in response to global environmental problems. In family 
homes, the researcher gained intimate access (Larsson, Anderssen, & Osbeck, 2010) 
to the participants’ daily critical moments and struggles (Horsfall, Bryne-Armstrong, 
& Higgs, 2001) as they negotiated and then attempted to meet the goals outlined in 
the Protocols.  
 
The school site chosen for this project was Chevalier College, which is an 
independent Catholic co-educational secondary school in the Southern Highlands of 
New South Wales, Australia. The school is situated in a semi-rural community, 
approximately 120 km from Sydney. The school and participants were easily 
accessible to the researcher, but more particularly, the students participating were 
attending a class at the school called Wilderness Studies. The subject ran for five 
hours per fortnight over four semesters. Students in this class were suitable research 
participants for several reasons. Firstly, since its inception in 1982 Wilderness Studies 
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had aimed to foster a pro-environmental ethic. The subject is based on a philosophy 
where adolescents need to test and prove themselves in outdoor settings to develop 
and enhance their self concept (Ryan & Gray, 1993). Secondly, Wilderness Studies 
was an EEP underpinned by a critical pedagogy tenet of building the students’ 
ecological literacy. The Wilderness Studies EEP provided the students with engaging 
experiential learning and action-oriented exercises such as an overnight camping trip, 
visiting a local resource recovery centre, conducting a whole school environmental 
audit, undertaking a personal environmental interest inquiry, and regenerating a local 
natural habitat.  
 
The Wilderness Studies EEP was particularly appropriate for this critical qualitative 
study because it was designed to raise ‘student voice’ (Flutter & Rudduck, 2004) and 
sought to familiarise the students with the plight of the environment. The EEP 
provided opportunities for students to design and implement environmental projects in 
the school. These projects helped the students’ understandings of the steps that 
humans are making to help the environment and some of the political and social 
forces that either inhibit or enhance the efficacy of individuals to effectively act on 
behalf of the environment. See Appendix A for the outline of the Wilderness Studies 
EEP used in doctoral research project. 
 
The Wilderness Studies EEP provided a suitable site from which to build and launch 
the Protocol, which is the central component of this doctoral research project. As part 
of the Wilderness Studies EEP the student participants for this project designed the 
Protocol, which gave them an opportunity to have a voice in the direction that their 
families took in relation to caring for the environment. The researcher – through the 
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EEP – sought to remind the students of their roles in sustaining the earth’s resources, 
and that the patterns of consumption that surround them in their everyday lives need 
to be recognised and acknowledged, so that they can make appropriate decisions on 
how to deal with these issues (Orr, 1990).  
3.4 The Protocol 
While participating in the Wilderness Studies EEP the student participants from this 
project attended two Protocol design workshops. During the workshops they 
discussed the concept of a contract and how it is used as a written agreement between 
two parties. The students then designed their own version of a contract - the Protocol - 
to take home to negotiate and sign with their family members. The Protocol’s purpose 
was to give the students a means of encouraging their family members to set and 
pursue goals for living in a more environmentally responsible manner around the 
family home. See Appendix B for a copy of the Protocol.  
 
As mentioned in the Introduction chapter, the primary purpose of this project was to 
provide children with an opportunity to become intergenerational environmental 
change agents in their family homes. The Protocol was an appropriate tool to use in 
this project because hypothetically it provided the students with a means of 
negotiating and planning ways to live in a more environmentally responsible manner 
with their family members. Further, it provided the researcher and participants with a 
focal point of discussion around the concept of caring for the environment and living 
in a more environmentally responsible manner. According to the central research 
question, the effectiveness of the Protocol could be determined by how effectively it 
supported the children to convince their family members to live in a more 
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environmentally responsible manner. The Protocol was thus a platform to enable the 
students to broach the topic of caring for the environment with their family members.  
 
The researcher chose to introduce the students to the idea of the Protocol, or contract, 
because he felt that it would provide the students with a clear starting place from 
which to decide on the types of actions that they would like their family members to 
take. The Protocol was also suitable because it was a tool that they could personalise 
to suit their family units. The Protocol required the students to negotiate and sign up 
to pro-environmental actions and this meant that during the Protocol design 
workshops the students had to choose the types of actions that they wanted their 
family members to take during the project.  
 
Participating students were asked to consider all of the different types of actions that 
could be taken within their family homes and categorise these actions in the Protocol. 
There were three categories of actions that related to living in a more environmentally 
responsible manner: physical changes to the surroundings of their homes; 
consumption of energy and water; and advocacy for the protection of the 
environment. The students felt these three categories would capture the likely range of 
suggestions from their family members. The Protocol was hence an action-oriented, 
and the actions that it required of the participants related to the notion of living in a 
more environmentally responsible manner. 
 
 In order to prepare their family members for negotiation and implementation of the 
Protocol, the students agreed to have their family members complete an ecological 
footprint calculation (EFC). Each family member would complete his or her own 
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EFC. The EFC provided feedback on the impact of everyday actions on the 
environment. The students hoped that by completing an EFC prior to commencing 
negotiating the goals of the Protocol, each family member would become more 
acutely aware of their own impacts on the environment and the types of actions that 
they could take to live in a more environmentally responsible manner. The researcher 
supported this process by creating a letter for the students to take home that explained 
how the family members could access an EFC; how to conduct the EFC; and how 
they could record their findings from the EFC. Appendix C presents a copy of this 
letter.  
 
In conclusion, the Protocol was the key tool used in this project to provide the 
students with a practical, concise means of planning for and leading environmental 
change in their family homes. It also provided a focal point for the researcher and 
participants to discuss relevant issues related to the research questions and the 
Protocol’s effectiveness. 
3.5 Data collection methods 
The two principal data collection methods used in this research project were 
interviews and research field notes. Interviews allowed the participants to candidly 
recollect on their interactions with the Protocol during this project, while field notes 
were used to interrogate the observations and experiences of the researcher. The 
purpose of the interviews and field notes was to support the researcher to answer the 
supporting research questions, and ultimately, the central research question. Table 3.1 
outlines the relationship between the supporting research questions and the data 
sources.  
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Table 3.1: Relationship between supporting research questions and 
data sources 
Research questions Data source 
1) What took place in the negotiation and 
signing phases of the Protocol and what 
key forces influenced what took place in 
these phases? 
 Interviews with students and parents. 
 Researcher’s field notes. 
2) How did individuals ‘take up’ and /or 
respond to different roles and 
responsibilities brought about by the 
implementation of the Protocol and what 
key forces influenced their decisions? 
 Interviews with students and parents. 
 
3) How sustainable were the changes 
facilitated by the Protocol in the family 
environmental practices and what key 
forces influenced the sustainability of 
these changes? 
 Interviews with students and parents. 
 
 
In the following section the rationale behind the choice to use interviews and research 
field notes is explained. However, prior to explaining this rationale it is necessary to 
acknowledge the central role that the Protocol played in providing a focal point for the 
conversations between the interviewer and the participants and research field notes.  
 
The Protocol provided a common, explicit focal point for discussions between the 
researcher and participants. Having the Protocol as a focal point of discussion 
encouraged the participants to talk simply about what happened (Patton, 2002) during 
the negotiation and implementation of the Protocol. Discussions around what 
happened encouraged the participants to concentrate their interview responses on why 
they did or did not achieve the Protocol’s goals. The interviews provided data that 
related to the challenges that the individuals faced as they attempted to achieve the 
goals from the three Protocol categories. The reasons behind the participants’ success 
or failure to achieve the Protocol’s goals would help to shed light on the forces 
mentioned in the supporting research questions.  
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3.5.1 Interviews 
Interviews were a primary means of gathering data in this research project. Chase 
(2011) argues that interviewers ask questions that relate to a specific plan, in this case 
to ascertain the effectiveness of the Protocol to enable children to be intergenerational 
environmental change agents in their family homes. Through the use of interviews 
participants were provided with opportunities to demonstrate their feelings and ideas 
through language (Kincheloe et al., 2011). The interview process provided a means to 
interrogate their experiences, feelings, opinions and knowledge (Patton, 2002). 
Interviews then reinforced the notion that the participants’ words – with all of their 
variety – were important for the project and beyond: the purpose of the interview 
questions was to elevate the participants’ voices eventually into spheres of public 
policy and practice, where planning and decisions concerning their lives are largely 
determined (Graham & Fitzgerald, 2010). Hart (1992) argues that formally structured 
interviews barely scrape the surface of what children are able to tell. The participants 
were treated as informants rather than simply respondents (Burns, 2000) as the semi-
structured interview format enabled them to elaborate on their responses, and in doing 
so, provided suggestions for ways that the Protocol could be improved in future 
iterations. The semi-structured nature of the interviews meant that the researcher was 
able to take on the role of what Denzin and Lincoln (2011a) call the bricoleur, or 
maker of quilts. In this role, the researcher put together the odds and ends, and bits 
left over, producing a pieced-together set of representations that fitted to the specifics 
of a complex situation (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011a). The semi-structured format 
enabled the participants to elaborate narratives about their lived experiences, hopes, 
fears and paradigms. Such elaborations, and at times, digressions, formed the ‘odds 
and end, and bits left over’.  
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The critical case study format, in which interviews were utilised as the principal data 
gathering method, supported the research in another way. Through engaging in close, 
intimate interviews with a small number of participants, the researcher was able to 
listen to the participants’ stories about everyday lived experience (Clandinin & 
Rosiek, 2007) while giving a voice to the traditionally unheard, on the complexity of 
their lived worlds (Kincheloe et al., 2011). Children in this project represent the 
unheard, for they are traditionally left out of decision-making processes around 
important social issues. The researcher enabled the children to contribute to the data 
for the project by asking them the same interview questions as the adults and equal 
time to discuss their ideas. Given that the children had contributed to the design 
process of the Protocol at Chevalier College it was important that they also 
contributed significantly to the feedback on the Protocol. Critical researchers often 
use qualitative methods such as interviews to include diverse voices from the margin 
(Mertens, 2005). In this critical research project, children, who are traditionally not 
leaders in the family domain, had their voices heard through the interviews. Denzin 
(1998) argues that such use of dialogic methodology, in which the researcher and 
participants interacted as equals in the interviews, creates a platform from which 
participants can transform themselves. Interviews gave the children the opportunity to 
have their ideas on global environmental issues listened to and acknowledged by an 
adult. Conducting most of the interviews in the family homes was also important for 
this project, as it meant that the researcher was conducting the interviews not in 
neutral territory but in the territory of the participants.  
 
Given that the aim of this study was to provide children with a voice on important 
environmental issues, the interview strategy was adopted so that the children could 
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articulate their experiences of working with their families to negotiate and implement 
the Protocol, and ultimately, express their concerns about the plight of the 
environment. Similarly, interviews also provided the children’s family members with 
opportunities to express their ideas on the effectiveness of the Protocol and the forces 
that influenced its effectiveness.  
3.5.2 Observations and research field notes 
Research field notes allowed the researcher to record personal reflections on what 
took place during the early phases of the project prior to the commencement of the 
interviews. The field notes thus provided the researcher with an historical record that 
was later interrogated. The record reflects what he observed as he enlisted the 
participants and conducted the focus group workshops. The use of field notes is 
typical of the qualitative researcher (Denzin & Lincoln, 2010) and used in the current 
study to reflect on assumptions (Mertens, 2005; Rice & Ezzy, 1999). Field notes were 
particularly valuable in the volunteering phase and the Protocol design workshops 
because no interviews were conducted during these phases.  
 
Field notes helped the researcher to make sense of the phenomena that he observed 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011a) during the volunteering and Protocol design phases of the 
project.  When analysing the data in order to construct the findings, the field notes 
served as historical documents used to recollect the impressions that he had during 
these phases along with the assumptions made.  
3.5.3 Synthesis 
While the primary method of data collection in this project was interviews, research 
field notes complemented this method. Interviews were suitable for this project 
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because they gave the participants a voice on the effectiveness of the Protocol in 
supporting them to live in a more environmentally responsible manner in their family 
homes. The semi-structured format of the interviews allowed the researcher to ask 
complementary questions of the participants so that they could elaborate on their 
responses. Their elaborations included reflections on what took place and why during 
the negotiation and implementation of the Protocol.  Field notes complemented the 
interviews.  
3.6 Data collection procedures 
 Data collection was completed in six phases, as shown in Table 3.2. In the first two 
phases of data collection the researcher recorded activities and his feelings on these 
occurrences in field notes, while in the next four phases, the data were gathered 
through semi-structured interviews that were audio-recorded and transcribed 
verbatim. Families were interviewed as a unit three times and individual interviews 
with the participating students happened once. The interviews took place after the 
students had designed the Protocol; before the participants negotiated and signed the 
Protocol; just after the participants had negotiated and signed the Protocol; and three 
months after the participants had negotiated and signed the Protocol. The locations of 
the interviews, what took place in each of the interviews and the rationale behind the 
timing of each of the interviews will be explained in sections 3.6.3–3.6.6. 
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Table 3.2: Phases of data collection 
Phase of data 
collection 
Participants Method Data source 
Volunteering phase 
(Two meetings) 
Whole 
Wilderness 
Studies class 
Observations made by 
the researcher 
Field notes 
Protocol design 
workshops 
Six student 
participants   
 
Observations made by 
the researcher 
Field notes 
Interview one Six student 
participants and 
family members 
Family interviews in 
their family homes 
Interview 
transcripts 
Interview two Six student 
participants  
Individual interviews 
with student 
participants during 
Wilderness Studies 
class 
Interview 
transcripts 
Interview three Six student 
participants and 
family members 
Family interviews in 
their family homes 
Interview 
transcripts 
Interview four Six student 
participants and 
family members 
Family interviews in 
their family homes 
Interview 
transcripts 
3.6.1 Volunteering phase 
Data gathered in the volunteering phase included field notes recording the 
researcher’s recollections of the students’ reactions to being offered an opportunity to 
lead environmental change in their family homes. 
  
Field notes were recorded during two visits to Chevalier College during which the 
researcher sought participants. In his first visit to Chevalier College in April 2009 the 
researcher discussed the research project with the students in the Year 9 Wilderness 
Studies class and sought volunteer participants. The students were informed of the 
rationale behind the project and subsequent implications for them if they wished to 
participate. The concept of the Protocol was introduced. Participant information 
sheets were distributed to those students who expressed an interest in participating. 
 130 
One week later the researcher returned to Chevalier College to hold a second 
information session with the students. In this meeting the researcher met specifically 
with those students who were keen to participate in the project and made 
arrangements to distribute consent letters to be signed by their parents. Samples of the 
Participant Information Sheet and Consent letter can be found in Appendix D and E. 
Field notes recorded feelings, impressions and assumptions after each of the 
information meetings. The written field notes related to the reasons given by the 
students for either wanting to participate or not in the project.  
3.6.2 Protocol design workshops 
There were two Protocol design workshops and field notes recorded the Protocol 
design process and implementation of the Protocol. During the two one-hour design 
workshops the children were given more information about the Protocol, which was 
presented as similar to a contract between children and their family members. During 
the workshops the students agreed that they wanted their family members to negotiate 
and sign up to goals for living in a more environmentally responsible manner. The 
students decided that their family members should set goals from three categories: 
Physical, Consumption, and Advocacy. They then set specific time periods for 
achieving these goals. The students also agreed to conduct regular family meetings 
where they could assess their progress.  
 
Field notes recorded the researcher’s observations of student engagement in the 
Protocol design process including the researcher’s perceptions of the level of 
enthusiasm that existed in the group towards not only the Protocol but to taking it 
home and implementing in their family homes. 
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3.6.3 Interview 1 
The initial interviews took place in the participants’ homes after each family member 
had completed the EFC and before the family had negotiated and signed the Protocol. 
Each participant was interviewed separately. All of the participants were interviewed. 
The interview questions for all interviews can be found in Appendix F. The aim of the 
first set of interviews was to ascertain the participants’ felt about their household 
environmental practices, particularly in light of their results from the EFC. They were 
also asked about who should who should take most responsibility for caring for the 
environment and why, and how they felt now that they were on the verge of 
negotiating and signing up to the Protocol.  
Interview 1 enabled the researcher to ask questions pertaining to the concepts of 
individuals living in an environmentally responsible manner and children attempting 
to lead environmental change in their family homes. Only in Interview 1 was the term 
‘change agent’ used by the researcher, when he asked each participant the following 
question: How do you feel about taking on the role of ‘change agent’ in your family, 
(or) how do you feel about having a member of your family (sibling or child) 
adopting the role of change agent within your family home? These questions began 
the process of beginning to understand the forces at play in the participants’ lives. 
3.6.4 Interview 2 
Parents and family members were not interviewed in Interview 2. Instead, Interview 2 
provided the first formal opportunity to speak with the students individually about 
how they felt about the Protocol design process and the degree to which they 
understood their roles in implementing the Protocol in their family homes. These 
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interviews were conducted in the library at Chevalier College. This second set of 
interviews also ascertained if the negotiation and design phase of the Protocol had met 
the individual needs of the students. Interview questions also sought the level of 
understanding that each student had about the Protocol’s format and implementation 
process; how effective they felt that the Protocol would be in leading their family 
members to more environmentally responsible behaviour; and finally, how they felt 
personally about attempting to lead environmentally responsible behaviour in their 
family homes. In terms of the research questions, Interview phase 2 enabled the 
researcher to gather data that related to the notion of children as intergenerational 
environmental change agents.  
3.6.5 Interview 3 
Interview 3 took place after the participants had completed their EFCs and negotiated 
and signed up to the Protocol. All of the participants were interviewed. The interviews 
took place in the family homes and each of the participants was interviewed 
individually to ascertain how family members perceived the negotiation and signing 
up phases of Protocol implementation. Other questions included how they felt about 
the process; how they planned to adhere to the Protocol’s goals; their level of 
understanding of the purpose of the Protocol; and how they felt about co-operating 
with their family members to set and adhere to the Protocol’s goals. This set of 
interviews related closely to two of the supporting research questions in terms of what 
took place during the Protocol’s negotiation and signing phases; how individuals took 
up or responded to the different roles and responsibilities brought about by the 
implementation of the Protocol; and what key forces influenced the participants’ 
decisions.  
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3.6.6 Interview 4 
Interview 4 took place at the end of the three-month period of Protocol 
implementation. All of the participants were interviewed. The researcher returned to 
the participants’ homes and interviewed each participant individually. The purpose 
behind Interview 4 was to ascertain how the Protocol had impacted on the attitudes 
and behaviours of the family members; how successful the families were in 
maintaining the Protocol’s goals; which goals were easiest and most difficult to 
achieve and why; and, who took responsibility for the implementation of the Protocol 
and why. Participants were also asked to give a score out of ten to rate the success of 
the Protocol in changing attitudes and behaviour. Interview 4 was significant because 
the participants’ responses related directly to the final supporting research question, 
which sought to reveal the sustainability of the changes facilitated by the Protocol and 
the forces that influenced the sustainability of the changes.  
3.6.7 Summary 
Data were gathered using interviews and field notes. Interviews covered stages of 
participants’ interactions with the Protocol from negotiation to three months after the 
implementation. Records included field notes and transcripts from audio recordings of 
the interviews. Field notes were used in the first two phases to capture the 
researcher’s feelings and impressions during the recruitment phases and when the 
children were designing the Protocol. Formal, semi-structured interviews were 
conducted during the next four phases of this study. The sequence of the interviews 
allowed the researcher to interrogate the participants’ experiences with the Protocol 
from design to implementation. Interviews generated data to answer the supporting 
research questions.  
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3.7 Data analysis  
Data analysis aimed to build themes that pertained to the supporting research 
questions. The data were reduced and organised (Sarantakos, 1993) using an iterative 
process (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Themes were identified after each phase of data 
collection and finally reduced into clusters that demonstrated core consistencies and 
meanings (Patton, 2002) around what took place when the participants implemented 
the Protocol and forces that influenced their decisions. However, while the clusters 
demonstrated core consistencies, the researcher also paid attention to data that 
revealed struggles and resistances within the clusters (Horsfall et al., 2001), 
particularly as these pertained to what took place when the participants implemented 
the Protocol and remained alert to any forces that influenced their decisions. Data 
analysis involved several steps: reorganisation of the data; summarisation and 
synthesis of the data; identification of emerging themes and patterns from the data; 
and clustering of themes. In order to demonstrate the path that led to the research 
findings (Punch, 2005), the next section describes the steps in the data analysis 
process.  
3.7.1 Reorganisation of the data 
The first step in analysing interview data was structuring records in such as way that 
they would be easier to inspect and understand (Miles & Huberman, 1994). A suitable 
format was needed to allow for classifying and ordering (Payne & Payne, 2004), so 
that the researcher could identify emerging themes after each data collection phase. 
Therefore, after transcribing the interviews, each family member’s response was 
clustered under the corresponding interview question. Reorganising the data made it 
easier to compare what each family member said in response to the relevant interview 
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questions. Appendix G provides a copy of reorganized interview data from Interview 
3 with the members of the Longhurst family. A similar record was generated for each 
family.  
3.7.2 Summarisation and synthesis of data 
The next stage of data analysis involved summarisation and synthesis of the data 
gathered from each family group within each interview phase. From the reorganised 
interview transcripts, responses by participants in each family unit were summarised 
and synthesised, in paragraph form. From this summarising and synthesising of the 
data, it became possible to seek patterns and meaning through the data (Patton, 2002). 
The summarisation and synthesis of the data enabled the researcher to articulate 
common ideas and tensions found in the responses given by the participants. These 
ideas and tensions focused on patterns of attitude and behaviour about the Protocol, 
including participant perspectives on living in a more environmentally responsible 
manner in their family home. In particular, the summarisation and synthesis focused 
on what took place during the design, negotiation and implementation of the Protocol 
and the reasons given by the participants for what took place. Appendix H contains a 
copy of the synthesis of the data gathered from the Longhurst family in Interview 3. 
Similar records were generated for all other participating families.  
3.7.3 Identification of emerging themes 
Identification of emerging themes was an iterative process that occurred at the 
completion of each phase of data collection and included field notes. To identify 
emerging themes, all of the participants’ experiences and ideas collected in the 
summarisation and synthesis stages of the data analysis were organised in a checklist 
matrix. This was crosschecked with reports from participants in each family across 
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the data set. Common patterns (Patton, 2002) were thus identified across all or most 
of the family groups regarding what took place during the design, negotiation and 
implementation of the Protocol as stages of the research process and included the 
reasons given by the participants for what took place. Miles and Huberman (1994) 
claim that such a method as matrix coding helps the researcher to reduce large 
amounts of data into smaller, more manageable amounts of analytic data.  Indeed, the 
use of matrix coding was helpful in producing emerging themes from each phase of 
data collection that related to the participants’ attitudes towards caring for the 
environment; the methods that they used to implement the Protocol; their views on the 
effectiveness of the Protocol and the forces that influenced the Protocol’s 
effectiveness. The Checklist matrix collected common themes, including patterns that 
existed across all or most of the families, along with personal reflections on these 
patterns. Appendix I contains a copy of the Checklist Matrix completed to identify 
emerging themes. Themes that emerged in most of the families were synthesised. 
Appendix J provides a copy of the themes that were identified and synthesised from 
the use of the Checklist Matrix in Phase three of the data collection. 
3.7.4 Clustering of emerging themes  
The next step of the data analysis process involved comparing and clustering the 
themes from each data collection phase, and generating codes for the data. The 
purpose behind this step was to better understand the meaning of the data in terms of 
the supporting and central research questions. With that in mind, the researcher was 
particularly interested in identifying and investigating themes that related to the 
Protocol, children attempting to lead family members to live in a more 
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environmentally responsible manner and the forces that influenced the children’s 
efficacy. 
 
Firstly, the researcher compared the themes that had been identified in each data 
collection phase. Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 242) write that researchers try ‘to 
understand a phenomenon better by grouping and then conceptualising objects that 
have similar patterns or characteristics’. The researcher clustered the themes in terms 
of how they related to the participants’ feedback on the Protocol after the Protocol 
design workshops through to the conclusion of the implementation period. This was 
necessary as the researcher wanted to prepare the data more strategically in order to 
respond to the supporting research questions. In clustering the themes, he also looked 
for evidence of forces that inhibited or enhanced the participants’ ability to achieve 
the Protocol’s goals. Miles and Huberman (1994) state that ‘Clustering is a tactic that 
can be applied at many levels in qualitative data: at the level of events or acts of 
individual actors, of processes, of settings/locales, or sites’ (p. 249). In this step of 
data analysis, the clustered groups were defined by their relationship to the 
participants’ interactions with the Protocol and what forces influenced those 
interactions. The themes related to individual actors and processes and were recorded 
as statements in the Checklist Matrices, such as ‘Found it hard to find the time to 
commit to the requirements of the Protocol’. 
 
Once the themes were clustered, the researcher then populated each theme with 
examples from the transcripts. He coded each piece of evidence with the name of the 
relevant participant, the phase of data collection and the page of the transcript where 
the piece of datum was found. The researcher took this step of populating the themes 
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with coded evidence because it provided him with a bank of accessible evidence that 
he could be used to support the findings. Coding also provided the researcher with an 
efficient way of assessing the compatibility of the themes and the evidence used from 
the interview transcripts to populate those themes. Appendix K contains the clustered 
groups of themes and coded evidence from the transcripts.  
3.8 Soundness of the research 
The soundness of qualitative research can be judged on the credibility and 
transferability of the findings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Marshall & Rossman, 1999). 
The following section will explain how the findings in this study reflect credibility 
and transferability, while acknowledging the tension that exists between critical 
researchers’ paradigms and credible reporting and discussing of the findings.  
 
A component of sound research is credibility. In other words, research is sound when 
the data analysis process is transparently described (Sarantakos, 1993). The original 
plan for the data analysis process was to reduce and organise the data into themes 
(Sarantakos, 1993) and cluster these themes according to the parameters of the 
research questions (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). This process was transparently put 
in place to ensure that the participants’ ideas and recollections formed the empirical 
evidence that shaped the themes.  
 
A study is credible when the subject of the inquiry is accurately identified and 
described (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). The ‘subject’ of the current case study was 
the children and their family members as they interacted with each other while 
implementing the Protocol. To establish accuracy in the data, boundaries were set by 
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the supporting research questions. These questions focused on the participants’ 
perceptions of what took place and why during the Protocol’s negotiation, signing and 
implementation phases. The participants’ words and ideas were foundational in 
generating themes. The themes related to the participants’ versions of the ‘truth’ of 
what took place during the project and were not altered by the researcher’s critical 
paradigm.  
 
It is necessary to acknowledge that when analysing the data an ethical tension arose 
around the researcher’s belief that children are held back by an ‘invisible empire’ 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011b, p. 93) and are generally not given a voice in how schools 
and communities should take action on environmental problems facing humankind. 
The researcher’s teaching experience and subsequent wariness of the roles of schools 
in subjugating children needed to be avoided when carrying out the current research 
project. As an educator the researcher had become quite critical of the power 
imbalances in schools between adults and children. He needed ensure that he did not 
hijack the meaning of the words put forward particularly by the participating children, 
so that the meaning suited his view that teachers traditionally did not encourage 
students to become environmental change agents. Also, given the researcher’s passion 
for EE and for the notion of the Protocol, he needed to be wary of not judging the 
participants if he felt that they appeared to be not taking their responsibility towards 
the Protocol seriously. Subsequently, when analysing the data, the researcher had a 
responsibility to accurately present the data in terms of the research questions. Payne 
and Payne (2004) advise critical researchers to be aware of the immense responsibility 
that they have as instruments for the critique of power, particularly when conducting 
research with those who they perceive to be marginalised people. While the 
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researcher was sensitive to the presence of hegemonic power structures in the lives of 
the participating children, he was acutely aware of his responsibility to discuss the 
findings in accordance with his critical paradigm and within the boundaries of the 
research questions.  
 
Finally, a component of sound research is transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), in 
which the findings are ‘useful to others in similar situations, with similar research 
questions or questions of practice’ (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 193). The findings 
in this project not only reflect the intrinsic truth of the participants within the units of 
this case specifically (Mertens, 2005), but also provide insights into environmental 
education practice. The Protocol was an environmental education tool designed to 
enhance the environmental leadership skills of children, and therefore, the 
participants’ feedback on its efficacy could be transferable outside this case study into 
other school-based environmental educational settings. Although the findings of this 
project relate to the particularisation (Stake, 1995) of a small group of participants, 
the notion of environmental educators supporting children to become environmental 
actors is prevalent in policy, research and practice (ACARA, 2013; DEH, 2007; 
Gough, 2006, 2013). In fact, Eysenck (1976) provides a simple but astute piece of 
advice to critical researchers: ‘sometimes we simply have to keep our eyes open and 
look carefully at individual cases – not in the hope of proving anything, but rather in 
the hope of learning something’ (p. 302). Despite this research project only involving 
six students, their family members and an environmental education tool, the findings 
have the potential to be transferable to other school-based EEP settings.  
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Therefore, the soundness of this case study lies in the credibility and transferability of 
its findings. The interviews were purposefully aligned to the research questions and 
the data analysis process was transparent. The themes that were constructed through 
the data analysis are populated with the participants’ ideas and voices. Importantly, 
although set in a particular context, the findings are potentially relevant to the broader 
concepts of school-based environmental education practice. 
3.9 Summary 
In order to answer the supporting and central research questions aligned to this 
research project a critical qualitative case study was conducted. Chevalier College 
was considered an ideal site to seek participants as the school already had in place an 
environmental education program called Wilderness Studies. Interviews and research 
field notes were data sources, while the Protocol served as a key data generation tool. 
There were six phases of data collection including the volunteering and Protocol 
design phases and four phases of formal interviews with the participants. The data 
were analysed by identifying emerging themes from each phase of data collection, 
clustering those themes and populating the themes with coded evidence from the 
interview transcripts. The transparent data analysis process and credibility of the 
findings contributed to the soundness of this study. The research findings, which were 
derived from the final set of themes and coded evidence, are presented in the next 
chapter.  
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Chapter 4: Research findings 
The data analysis process for this study was outlined in the previous chapter. Overall, 
the process involved synthesis and summarisation of the data, identification of 
emerging themes from each phase of data collection, and clustering of themes 
according to the research questions. Findings correspond directly to the supporting 
research questions because they provided a means of building evidence which could 
be discussed in order to answer the central research question: how effective is a 
shared Protocol for enabling children to become intergenerational environmental 
change agents, fostering environmentally responsible behaviour in the family home? 
Supporting research questions examine the negotiation and signing phases; how the 
participants took up and responded to different roles and responsibilities in 
implementing the Protocol; and the sustainability of the changes to family 
environmental practices facilitated by the Protocol. The three supporting research 
questions serve to focus an examination of the Protocol as a tool to support children 
as intergenerational environmental change agents and the forces that influenced the 
participants’ decisions during the implementation of the Protocol.  
 
This chapter begins by introducing the participating families; briefly describes the 
experiences of several students from the Wilderness Studies class who wished to 
participate in this study but were unable to convince their parents to agree to their 
participation; and presents the answers from each of the supporting research 
questions.  
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4.1 The participants 
Interviews with family members offer insight into family dynamics and behaviour 
patterns within the families. To commence the research findings, this section provides 
a brief description of each of the participating families in this case study. The first 
person described under each family heading is the Year Nine student who was part of 
the Chevalier College Wilderness Studies. The students chose pseudonyms for both 
themselves and their families.  
4.1.1 The Borber family 
John is 15 years old and lives with his family live in a four-bedroom house on a 
quarter-acre block in a housing estate built ten years ago. His family has lived in their 
current home since then. He is the Dux of his year group of approximately two 
hundred students. He very much enjoys playing sport, including football, cricket and 
golf.  
 
John’s father, Ryan, is 47 years old and works as a rail infrastructure manager, 
maintaining a section of the New South Wales rail network. He works up to 60 hours 
per week, including approximately twenty weekends a year.  
 
John’s mother, Christine, is 44 years old and works 12 hours a week as a child care 
assistant in a local pre-school that is five minutes’ drive from her home. She is 
responsible for most of the weekly shopping, washing and general house care and 
transports the youngest child, Michael, to school in the mornings.  
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John’s older brother, Jack, is 18 years of age and at the time of the research was 
preparing for his Higher School Certificate at Chevalier College. His preparation 
involved spending up to ten hours per day at school and studying for his exams. He 
plans to study Robotics at university.  
 
Michael is John’s younger brother and is 11 years old. He attends a local Catholic 
primary school and is in Year Five. He is a keen sportsperson who enjoys playing 
cricket and soccer. He plans to follow in his brothers’ footsteps by attending 
Chevalier College when he completes primary school.  
4.1.2 The Whoknowswhere family 
Tom is 15 years old and lives with his family in a four-bedroom house in the local 
area. He plays representative football in the winter, which involves up to ten hours per 
week in training, traveling and playing.  
 
Clarke is Tom’s father and is 51 years old. He owns a Real Estate agency and works 
up to 50 hours per week, six days per week. During the time of the research, Clarke 
was working to develop a strategy to not work two days per week in order to devote 
more time to his family and vegetable gardens. In his spare time, Clarke enjoys road 
cycling, tending his vegetable garden and talking to his chickens.  
 
Tom’s mother, Ellen, is 52 years old and works 24 hours per week as a nurse visiting 
patients in the community.  
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Tom’s younger sister, Audrey, is 13 years old and in Year Seven at Chevalier 
College. Her extracurricular interests include netball and dance. 
4.1.3 The Longhurst family 
James is 14 years old and is in Year Nine at Chevalier College. He and his family live 
in a four-bedroom house in the local area. He enjoys a variety of sports and plays for 
his school football team in the winter months.  
 
James’ mother, Mary, is 43 years old and works as a sales executive for a local rural 
newspaper. She works full time, up to 50 hours per week, six days per week. She 
shares the care of her two children with her husband who no longer lives with the 
family.  
 
Rose is James’ younger sister, is 12 years old and in Year Six at a local primary 
school. She is a representative netballer for her area. 
4.1.4 The Minstead family 
Greg is 15 years old and is in Year Nine at Chevalier College. All of his siblings have 
left home and attend university in Sydney. Greg and his family live in a four-bedroom 
home in the heart of a local township. He enjoys playing the base guitar and double 
base in the school orchestra, as well as playing cricket, rugby, golf and water polo.  
 
Ross is Greg’s father and is 71 years old. He is a semi-retired pharmacist and despite 
selling his business, still works in the shop an average of twelve hours a week.  He 
also manages other business investments. During the week he spends time with his 
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wife Sally, his son, Greg, visiting his children in Sydney, gardening, playing golf and 
socialising.  
 
Sally is Greg’s mother and is 55 years old. She is the bookkeeper for her family’s 
various business investments and spends her spare time with Ross, her children, 
playing golf and socialising. 
4.1.5 The Harvey family 
Richard is 15 years old and attends Chevalier College in Year Nine. He and his family 
live in a five-bedroom house in a newly created housing estate. He does casual work 
at a local business two afternoons per week.  
 
June is Richard’s mother and is 48 years old. She works fours days a week as a 
librarian at Chevalier College.  
 
Tim is Richard’s father and is 50 years old. He is the general manager for operations 
of a company that recycles and processes scrap metal. One of his major 
responsibilities is to oversee the implementation of energy saving measures for the 
company’s operations. He works 60 hours per week.  
4.1.6 The Johnstone family 
Yolanda is 15 years old and is in Year Nine at Chevalier College. She and her family 
live in a five-bedroom house in a local township. Yolanda plays netball once a week 
in the winter.  
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Yolanda’s mother, Betty, is in her late forties and works four days a week as a 
teacher’s aid in a local primary school.  
 
Charles is Yolanda’s father and is 52 years old. He owns an electrical engineering 
company that does work for heavy industry and he works between 35 and 55 hours 
per week. The company has 18 employees spread throughout rural New South Wales.  
 
Phil is Yolanda’s older brother and is 17 years old. He is currently studying for his 
Higher School Certificate at Chevalier College and has committed himself fully to his 
studies, with no sporting or work commitments.  
 
Carl, Yolanda’s younger brother, is 11 old and attends Year Five in a local Catholic 
primary school.  
 
Brooke, Yolanda’s older sister, is 19 years old and has a Certificate Three in 
childcare. She works in three casual jobs, helping to do some data entry for her 
father’s company and helping in two childcare centres in the local area. 
4.2 Choosing to participate: A bridge too far 
The children’s participation in the project was only possible with consent from their 
parents, and several of the children who expressed an interest in participating failed to 
gain their parents’ permission. While the take-up rate by the students and their parents 
was reassuring, the failure of two of the students to convince their parents to 
participate was informative. In the following section the researcher will focus on the 
students who were unable to convince their parents to join them in this project. 
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Despite their motivation, several children found that convincing their parents to 
participate in the project was impossible to achieve. For these two students it was a 
‘bridge too far’.  
 
While eight students, or one third of the Wilderness Studies class, originally 
expressed interest in participating in the study, two of these students were unable to 
convince their parents to allow them to participate. Skelton (2008) argues that while 
children and young people are recognised as social actors who are competent at 
making decisions about their won lives, they are at times compromised by ethical 
committee’s insistence on written consent from parents or guardians, even when the 
research is designed to bring about positive change in their lives. These children are 
locked with the authority of their parents or guardians and unable to make decisions 
for themselves about their own involvement in research which specifically pertains to 
an aspect of their lived experience (Skelton, 2008). Both of these students approached 
the researcher individually during a visit to Chevalier College to notify him of their 
decision to withdraw their expression of interest. The reason that both students gave 
for withdrawing was that their parents were not interested in putting in place a 
Protocol in the family home and therefore did not want to participate in the project. 
Both students were highly apologetic, and one in particular mentioned how very 
disappointed he was not to be participating in the project. This student told the 
researcher that his parents were just too busy to commit to the project and he could 
not continue without their support. The other student who withdrew indicated that the 
reason why he wanted to be involved in such a project was that it would benefit future 
generations, ‘It’s for our kids’ (Field notes, 15/05/09). However, he went on to say 
that his father was not interested in putting in place measures in his home to save 
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energy or waste, therefore would not commit his family to the project. At this point, 
the researcher became concerned that other children who had expressed interest in the 
project might also not participate because of parental negativity. Field notes at the 
time recorded: ‘parents were becoming the weak links – dampening the kids’ 
enthusiasm. I am a little dejected. Am I going in the right direction? I am getting the 
sense that kids were concerned about getting parents involved. Some looked more 
apprehensive’ (Field notes, 15/05/09).  
 
The researcher remained hopeful that what was being offered for the remaining 
children would be potentially empowering and transformative for them and their 
family members. However, it was clear how influential parents were in their 
children’s decision-making. Field notes (15/05/09) recorded:  
 
Really interesting. I am beginning to realise the power of the adolescent. If you 
inspire them they really can make a difference and take on the challenge. The 
downside is the parents who are “too busy” to take on not only something so 
important, but also directed by their own kids!  
 
Despite the concern that more of the students might withdraw from the project 
because of lack of interest by their parents, six students and their family members did 
agree to participate in the project. 
4.3 Negotiation and signing phases of the Protocol  
The first of the supporting research questions aimed to find out what took place when 
the participants negotiated and signed the Protocol in their family homes and identify 
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any forces that influenced what took place during these phases. Interview data inform 
the findings from the negotiation and signing phases of the project, and includes the 
participants’ attitudes towards the Protocol; the methods used to negotiate and sign up 
to the Protocol; the types of goals that families negotiated using the Protocol; and the 
forces that influenced the participants’ decision-making during the negotiation and 
signing phases. 
4.3.1 Students: Enthusiastic to negotiate and sign up  
After finalising the design of the Protocol during the wilderness studies class sessions, 
the students were asked how they felt about taking the Protocol home to negotiate and 
sign with their family members. All of the participating students were enthusiastic 
about the Protocol and the steps they would take to negotiate and sign the Protocol in 
order to bring about environmental change in their homes. Greg Minstead captured 
this feeling: ‘It gives you a sense of accomplishment knowing that you’ve done your 
bit for the environment…you just have that good feeling inside you that tells you that 
you are helping the world’ (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09). Other participating students 
showed similar feelings:  
 
I feel pretty good that I am trying or make a difference. You are not going to say no to 
something that is going to help. You want to do it. I don’t want to give up some things 
that I do like long showers and stuff, but if it is going to make a difference then I am 
going to have to (Jack Borber, Personal interview 1, 11/6/09).  
 
The attitudes shown by Greg and Jack towards taking home the Protocol were 
mirrored by Richard Harvey: ‘I feel that it’s good because at least there are some 
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people who care, like you want to change it, you want to do something about it’ 
(Personal interview, 3/6/09). These students reflected enthusiasm for negotiating and 
signing the Protocol with their families because these steps represented doing 
something positive for the environment. 
4.3.2 Students: Optimism balanced with wariness 
While all of the participating students were enthusiastic about taking the Protocol 
home to their family members to negotiate and sign, most of them were optimistic 
that their family members would cooperate with them and agree to negotiate and sign 
up to the Protocol. Jack Borber represented this optimism: ‘I don’t think that it will be 
too difficult to do. And all you have to really do is to write down things that you are 
doing so I’m feeling pretty good…not giving up, trying to fulfill it’ (Personal interview 
1, 11/6/09). Others, however, anticipated challenges that they might face as they 
attempted to negotiate and sign the Protocol with their family members. James 
Longhurst’s main concern was that his family might ‘forget to do it or just or couldn’t 
be bothered to do it’ (Personal interview 2, 16/6/09). Despite his initial optimism, 
Richard Harvey also had reservations: ‘I’m feeling good. It’s going to be a challenge, 
as our family is hardly ever home at once. It’s going to be interesting, but it should be 
good’ (Personal interview 2, 18/6/09). Richard saw his family’s busy lifestyle and 
work commitments as  possible impediments to negotiating and signing the Protocol. 
Tom Whoknowswhere also expressed concern about a lack of time to negotiate and 
sign up to the Protocol: ‘Maybe just finding times for meetings. It’s probably the 
hardest bit. But I think that we’ll go well’ (Personal interview, 18/6/09).  
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Lack of time was a common concern, but others expressed wariness about the ability 
to adhere to some of the goals from the Protocol:  
 
I’m happy with it. I’m looking forward to doing it because I reckon that our family 
will do it well. I just reckon that the only problem will be with the showers, because 
me and my sister take a long time in the showers, I don’t know it we will be able to 
keep up with taking really short showers (Yolanda Johnstone, Personal interview 2, 
18/6/09).  
 
Their family members’ busy lifestyles and work commitments clearly caused concern 
for some of the students as they prepared to negotiate and sign the Protocol, along 
with doubts over the ability of their family members, including themselves, to 
maintain their commitment to achieve the goals recorded in the Protocol. 
4.3.3 Family members willing to negotiate and sign up to   
the Protocol 
Despite any concerns or wariness that the students felt about their family members’ 
involvement, the family members were willing to negotiate and sign up to the 
Protocol. In this section, family willingness is explored, highlighting a common sense 
of personal responsibility to care for the environment and parents’ loyalty to their 
children.  
 
Prior to actually signing up to the Protocol, each family member made an ecological 
footprint calculation. Comparing the family members’ ecological footprint drew the 
family members’ attention to the impact that their actions were having on the 
 153 
environment. During Interview 1, family members were asked to react to the footprint 
calculation, and Greg Minstead’s mother Sally, said,  
 
We were surprised with the results because it showed us to be big consumers, I guess. 
But then I probably know that because we have an enormous house and we tend to 
use a lot of electricity and we use cars, so I suppose that it wasn’t that surprising…if 
everyone lived like you, you would use six and something, whatever it was planets, to 
survive and it was quite confronting. So it got the message across that we do need to 
do something (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09).  
 
Similarly, James Longhurst’s mother, Mary said,  
 
When I did the online questionnaire it revealed that I represented two and a half 
earths, which really shocked me because I actually thought that the way I lived my 
life, be it recycling etcetera that I didn’t think that my impact was as big as that. So it 
was a real shock. I was just amazed (Personal interview 1, 17/6/09).  
 
Mary and Sally, like all other participants, were surprised by the results of the 
footprint calculation. During the interviews, some of the participants reflected an 
awareness of the need for individuals to take responsibility to help the environment 
through their actions, and considered signing up to the Protocol to be a practical 
means of helping the environment. 
 
Participants signed up to the Protocol because they felt responsible for caring for the 
environment. Richard Harvey’s mother, June expressed this sense of responsibility:  
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I do feel that we all do need to work together to do something and we need to raise 
awareness and to realise that it’s equally all our responsibility to try and do the right 
thing and that we can’t go on with this sort of slash and burn/buy whatever you want, 
sort of greed (Personal interview 1, 3/6/09).  
 
Yolanda Johnstone’s mother, Betty offered a similar perspective when asked if she 
felt personally responsible for helping the environment:  
 
Yes, definitely! I feel that if everybody just did their little bit we shouldn’t be in half 
the trouble that we are in. But with society they all say, “But I can’t do much. What 
can I do? What difference can I make?” If we all stopped having that thought process 
and thought…this little bit can help, we would change so much (Personal interview 1, 
4/6/09). These feelings of responsibility to do the ‘right thing’ and do their bit were 
shared by all of the participants.  
 
Another reason given by some of the adult participants for wanting to negotiate and 
sign up to the Protocol was a sense of obligation to their children. Greg’s Minstead’s 
father, Ross, when reflecting on how he felt about Greg bringing home the Protocol to 
be adopted by the family, said, ‘Dinosaurs like myself, I think are very hard to 
change. I think that if he (Greg) starts grabbing the ball and running with it I will 
have to follow’ (Personal Interview 3, 30/6/09). Despite admitting that he would find 
it difficult to alter his long-established behaviours, Ross supported Greg’s initiative. 
Correspondingly, when Clarke Whoknowswhere was asked what he thought of Tom 
bringing the Protocol home to negotiate and co-sign, replied, ‘I think that it is good 
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because it will probably make me do it…I’ve been thinking of doing this green power 
for about a year now and that there is this formal document and process I’m going to 
have to front up to the kids (laughing) “Dad, why haven’t you done this?” I’m sure 
we’ll do it’ (Personal interview 1, 28/6/09).  
 
For some of the parents, enthusiasm for signing up to the Protocol was spurred on by 
their child’s willingness to participate in the project. When Greg Minstead’s mother, 
Sally, was asked how she felt about Greg getting involved in this research project, 
said, ‘It’s great. More younger people are involved. If it comes from younger people 
upwards it’s terrific. That’s why I was encouraged  to do it’. (Personal interview 1, 
4/6/09). Tom Whoknowswhere’s mother, Ellen, was also effusive when asked what 
she thought about her son getting involved in a project of this nature. Her enthusiasm 
was underpinned by pride in her son as she exclaimed,  
 
I think that it is terrific. I mean…I am proud that he put his hand up, if there was a 
choice in it and I think that it is marvellous that one of our kids could change our 
practices for the better. I think that we will react more to what he comes up with than 
maybe what we have done so far. I think that it is a wonderful thing (Personal 
interview 1, 8/6/09). 
 
In summary, the participating family members enthusiastically embraced the notion of 
the Protocol and were willing to negotiate and settle on goals that they would attempt 
to achieve over a three-month period. For some of the family members, their 
enthusiasm was born from their sense of responsibility to care for the environment, 
while for others it arose from their loyalty, obligation and pride in their children.  
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4.3.4 Media or education: Informing awareness 
During the negotiation and signing phases, two major forces influenced the 
participants’ knowledge of the plight of the environment and attitudes towards caring 
for the environment. When asked where they had learnt about the plight of the 
environment, most participants identified the media or education. Some family 
members watched particular television programs or noted media coverage of 
environmental issues. Richard Johnstone’s mother, June, said, ‘I’ve been conscious of 
it for a while because I have watched those shows like Carbon Cops, where you know 
they have that little monitor thing’ (Personal interview 1, 3/6/09). Several participants 
spoke of the growth of the media’s coverage of environmental issues that had taught 
them about the plight of the environment. Greg Minstead’s mother, Sally said, ‘In the 
recent years it has become much more in the media, so I guess I have learned from 
the media about ozone and just about the environment’ (Personal interview 1, 
4/06/09). Greg Minstead’s father, Ross, pointed to the growth in the frequency of a 
media’s coverage of environmental issues: ‘I think that it is just a realisation, because 
it is thrust down your throat…day in, day out. It suddenly sinks in that perhaps you 
should do something about it. Not peer pressure, but definitely publicity pressure or 
however you would like to classify that’ (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09). Tom 
Whoknowswhere also reported that increased media coverage of the plight of the 
environment had made him more conscious of the issues: ‘Maybe I thought about it a 
bit more in the past year or two…because it has been publicised more on the news 
and in the newspapers and just some of the figures that they are bringing out and 
stuff… it has been in the back of my mind now’ (Tom, personal interview 1, 8/6/09).  
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Other participants identified school education as a source of information about the 
plight of the environment. Jack Borber’s brother, Michael, stated,  
 
In Year 2 when we did a project on saving the environment, we had to do a jungle 
thing. We made a poster, collage thing and we had to study up on it. We made our 
own town with all this hybrid stuff and turning off electricity and what it would be like 
if we had no greenhouse gases (Personal interview, 11/6/09).  
 
Meanwhile, Jack’s brother John reported,‘I have become aware of it since 2004/2005, 
which was Year 7 or Year 8  for me. To an extent we did start learning environmental 
issues in Year 6 with our HSIE studies’ (Personal interview 1, 11/6/09). Yolanda 
Johnstone also reflected on her experiences at school and how they influenced her: 
 
Just through school and the RE (Religious Education) assignment on that website, 
that it was saying stuff that we could help do, like switching off appliances at the 
power point instead of just switching off by the TV…you hear people came in to our 
school and our year and sometimes talk about the environment…global warming and 
everything, and like the Kiribati people…with sea levels rising, they’ve got a lot of 
land and because of global warming the sea levels are rising and they don’t have any 
place safe because they don’t have the right things...makes me realise about the 
environment and what I can do to help (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09).  
 
James Longhurst reported that not only had he learnt about the plight of the 
environment at school, but also he had a teacher who used the playground as a setting 
for taking action on behalf of the environment:  
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We used to do it in early public school. We used to do things like plant trees for the 
environment and pick up rubbish. The PE teacher, I can’t remember her name. She 
set up a lot of things around there at that time’ (Personal interview 1, 17/6/09). 
 
 James’ memory of experiential learning at school was a rarity amongst the 
participants with only a few of them mentioning that they had any opportunity to take 
action on behalf of the environment through school-based learning activities.  
 
In summary, media and education strongly influenced the participants’ knowledge of 
the plight of the environment. While the media appeared to hold the strongest 
influence over the participants, several pointed to experiences at school as building 
their knowledge.   
4.3.5 Formal negotiation, signing and follow up 
All six of the family groups negotiated and signed up to the Protocol and planned to 
meet on a regular basis in order to monitor their progress in adhering to their goals. 
Almost all of the families carried out a formally structured negotiation and sign-up 
process for the Protocol. Tom Whoknowswhere’s father, Clarke said,  
 
We sat down, the four of us, and basically it was very straightforward. We went 
through the notes, which were easy to follow, looked at what we are currently doing, 
looked at what we’d like to do, used the check list. I thought that the checklist was 
very good. Agreed on where we were at and where we wanted to go and that was it. 
And then signed. Very simple (Personal interview 3, 28/6/09).  
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In the Minstead family home, the participants used the formalisation of the 
negotiation and sign-up process to ensure that everyone in the family was involved in 
the process. Greg’s father, Ross reflected: 
 
Looking at the first stage of how to set up your Protocol…Sally and Greg were doing 
it at the kitchen table and I walked past and they said that you have to do this and I 
said, “Do I?” and they said. “Yes”, so I said, “Ok”. And so we sat down at the 
kitchen table and went through it, which was good. And we did it as a team. We 
weren’t in total agreement on some of the things, which is good (Personal interview, 
30/6/09). 
 
Ross, who had described himself as a ‘dinosaur’ (Personal interview 3, 30/6/09) who 
was resistant to change, felt compelled by Greg’s wishes and joined the formal 
negotiation process.  
 
One family that did not follow a formal negotiation and signing process was the 
Harvey family. Richard’s mother explained:  
 
Because we are all so busy the initial idea was to all sit down together. One person on 
the lounge got a bit sleepy and nodded off a bit (laughing). That was Tim [Richard’s 
father]. So, I feel a little bit as though that maybe I made decisions that I thought 
would be good for him to do. But he was happy to go along with that because he 
signed it. But he didn’t actually sign it that night. He signed it the next morning 
(Personal interview 3, 31/6/09).  
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Richard’s father had returned from work late in the evening and later recalled the 
evening: ‘We basically sat around together in the lounge room and just went through 
the things that we thought that we could do and basically allocated what we thought 
would be appropriate for each one of us to try and do with the process’ (Personal 
interview 3, 30/6/09). Richard and the Harvey members seemed to take a more casual 
approach to the negotiation and signing process than other families because of their 
long working hours and busy lifestyle.  
 
In summary, the families’ methods for signing up to the Protocol were dictated by 
their lifestyles and by the gravitas that they gave to the Protocol. For those 
participants whose motivation for the Protocol began to wane, family members used 
the formal signing of the document to encourage them to join the other family 
members in committing to achieving environmental goals.  
4.3.6 ‘Consumption’ goals 
A key finding from the negotiation and signing phase of the study was the propensity 
of all of the families to set goals from the ‘Consumption’ category, with only a few of 
the families setting goals from the ‘Physical’ and ‘Advocacy’ categories. The 
overriding reason given for choosing goals from the Consumption category was that 
the participants set goals that they considered simple and therefore achievable. This 
section will further explore how the desire to set achievable goals heavily influenced 
the types of changes and actions that the families were prepared to make in order to 
live in a more environmentally responsible manner. Further, the section provides 
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insights into how cost played a part in steering some families away from setting goals 
in the Physical category.  
 
All of the families chose goals that targeted everyday household consumption. When 
asked to describe the goals that he and his family members set in their Protocol, Jack 
Johnstone’s brother John captured the essence of what all participating families 
agreed to do: ‘In general, what I do remember for me was that we were going to try 
and focus on some simple things like turning the lights off and shorter showers, 
making sure that the taps are turned off and less wastage’ (Personal interview 3, 
7/7/09). John, also mentioned that goals that were simple to achieve were attractive to 
him and his family members:   
 
We just settled on a simple protocol that we think that we would be able to follow. 
Some of the things that we settled on were seasonal things like having a veggie patch 
and fruit trees and other things you can do immediately like having short showers and 
turning off computers. They are all just simple things that we thought that we could 
do (Personal interview 3, 7/7/09).  
 
In the Harvey family a similar pattern emerged, as Richard notes,  
 
We’ve chosen different things to do, like energy and lights. Water, like how long you 
take a shower. Not having a lot of lights on. Say you are in one room watching TV. 
Just make sure that you have all the other lights off that you do not need, just having a 
few lamps on through the house (Personal interview 3, 31/7/09).  
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For some of the families the goals were set around actions that they were already 
taking in their homes, such as recycling. One of the discussions that the students 
during the first Protocol design workshop was how the family members should call 
their goals if in fact they were already taking those actions. For example, if one of the 
agreed goals was recycling, then on the Protocol the family would write recycling into 
the Consumption column and tick the Immediate box. When asked to describe his 
family’s Protocol, James Longhurst replied, ‘We mainly put down the things that we 
were already doing. We only have a few things that we are going to do in the short 
term’ (Personal interview 3, 24/6/09). A similar plan was drafted in the Minstead 
family. Greg Minstead’s mother Sally stated, ‘We actually found that a lot of the 
things that you listed were things that we were already doing’ (Personal interview 3, 
30/6/09). Yolanda Johnstone’s mother, Betty, highlighted a common thread weaving 
through the choices made by all of the families when she claimed, 
 
Our main thing to focus on for the girls was the showers, to have shorter showers, 
I’ve kept with that. I am having shorter showers. I have taken time off that. Just the 
things that we have done and the things that we always do, like we have already have 
the chickens and the compost. We do recycle, and it is the things that are already 
being done that stand out. It’s easier because we have already started doing them 
(Personal interview 3, 4/6/09). 
 
One of the reasons giving for not setting goals from the ‘Physical’ category was that it 
would be too expensive. When Clarke Whoknowswhere was asked to describe why 
he and his family members chose the goals that they did, he explained, ‘I’d like to 
have solar power on the roof and be putting money back into the grid, but I figure that 
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that is going to cost me twenty or twenty five thousand and I just thought, look, when 
am I going to do that?’ (Personal interview 3, 28/6/09). Two families did set goals 
from the ‘Physical’ category of the Protocol, however, these goals did not require an 
overly burdensome financial commitment, as was the case in the Borber family. They 
set goals in the Physical category because they were not prohibitively expensive. 
Christine Borber stated:  
 
The showers were the other thing. We decided to get a timer for that. Haven’t got it 
yet, but we will get it. We’ll get some things into the veggies patch because since 
summer we have really let it go again. Using the clothes line. I’ve bought a clothes 
horse which I’ve got in here all the time now. All little stuff I put on that rather than in 
the dryer (Personal interview 3, 7/7/09). 
 
In summary, most of the goals that the families set came from the Protocol’s 
Consumption category and the participants considered the goals from this category to 
be the simplest to achieve. In many cases the goals related to actions that the 
participants were already taking prior to the Protocol, and participants tended not to 
set goals that were excessively expensive. 
4.3.7 Parents: Taking control of the negotiation and   
                signing up process 
While all of the parents embraced the concept of negotiating and signing the Protocol 
with their children, in most families, the parents took control of the process. There 
were two reasons for the parents taking control: a negative perception of their 
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children’s capabilities and a usual pattern where the parents were used to being the 
decision makers and leaders in the family.  
 
In several families the parents assumed control of the negotiation and signing process. 
One of the families in which the parents took control of the Protocol’s negotiation and 
signing was the Johnstone family. Yolanda Johnstone’s mother Betty took charge of 
the negotiation and signing phases of the Protocol. Prior to the negotiation phase, all 
of the participants were asked to describe how they would be monitoring the progress 
of the Protocol. This question was asked in order to find out if all of the family 
members understood the plan that they had agreed to by signing the Protocol. When 
asked this question, Betty answered, 
 
My thing would be trying to keep the momentum up with the children to be aware of 
what we have discussed and what they should be thinking about, So that would be my 
thing; how do we keep the momentum happening? And the only way to keep that 
happening is to keep discussing it. The only way that I can do it is to have regular 
meetings. Someone has to take the lead and I think that it will probably be me and I’ll 
just have to remind them and talk about it to keep it in the front of their minds. I think 
that it boils down to conversation and communication…if you don’t have someone 
reminding them or bringing it to the fore then no one will bring it to the fore. There 
has to be someone to take charge (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09).  
 
Betty assumed the need to lead the implementation of the Protocol, and later, in the 
same interview, when describing how her children would respond to the goals of the 
Protocol, said,  
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 I think that it is a nice thing to do, but again if someone doesn’t push it it’s a waste of 
time. It’s nice to make them aware and to be responsible as a unit but really trying to 
make them responsible for their part in it; that’s what would be hard to do because 
they don’t see it probably as a priority. What will happen is that I will just end up 
harping and I don’t want to harp all the time (Personal interview 3, 23/7/09). 
 
From her comments it can be interpreted that Betty was used to being the decision-
maker in her family and that without her leadership, she felt that the children, 
including Yolanda, would not be capable of completing the goals of the Protocol. 
Betty’s negative perception of her daughter’s capabilities was reinforced by her 
surprise that Yolanda had volunteered to participate in this project in the first place:  
 
What she has shown me is there is that it is not “me, me, me!”, which is nice for a 
fifteen year old girl. And it also tells me that possibly she is not as off-track as I had 
thought. She obviously thinks about these things, but she doesn’t express them to me 
as much…maybe I don’t ask her the questions. On a deeper level, she worries about 
things, so, I suppose when I think about it, it doesn’t surprise me, but it’s nice that she 
is not thinking of just herself (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09).   
 
Betty’s perception that Yolanda was self-centred, only interested in ‘me, me, me!’ 
motivated Betty to take control of the negotiation of the Protocol. Despite being 
impressed that Yolanda had brought the Protocol home to be implemented in her 
family home, Betty seemed to doubt that Yolanda was capable of leading the 
negotiation and signing of the Protocol.  
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Like Betty, Jack Borber’s mother Christine also assumed control of the negotiation 
and signing of the Protocol. When asked to report on the process that her family used, 
she replied, ‘The hardest part for us was just finding the time, so I think that I talked 
to the kids and said, “Right, this is something that we have decided to do”’ (Personal 
interview 3, 7/06/09). Christine indicated that she needed to take the first step in 
organising a meeting to negotiate and sign the Protocol because her children, 
including Jack, were not self-motivated to be more responsible. When asked if there 
was anything that influenced the negotiation and signing process, she replied,  
 
Just certain things, such as when the kids said “Do we have to do that?”, but once I’d 
probably explained why, and that a lot of it won’t always impact on them…a lot of 
them we were doing before. I don’t think that it will affect them greatly. Thinking 
more for themselves rather than me calling out, “Turn the lights off! Think for 
yourself  (Personal interview 3, 7/6/09).  
 
Christine gives the impression was that she saw herself as the primary decision-maker 
in the family and as such seemed to use the Protocol to motivate the children to be 
more responsible. Her attitude was exemplified by her response to being asked how 
she felt about Jack being involved in the research project:  
 
I was quite happy for him to help out…I thought that this would be a good thing and 
make him a bit more aware. Even though they know about it, putting it into practice 
for kids can be hard or they are too busy to think about it. So I was quite happy for 
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you to come along and do this because I thought it might help them rather than me 
nagging them. Hopefully it works! We’ll see (Personal interview 1, 7/6/09).  
 
Jack’s father Ryan also held reservations about his children, particularly his oldest 
son, John. When asked how he felt about Jack bringing home the Protocol he 
responded,  
 
Any of this sort of school activity is good. It gives the family some awareness. Getting 
through up to the oldest child is the hardest. He’s the biggest waster there is. Long 
showers and throw-aways. If we can change him in any way by making him more 
aware then we’ll all learn by it. Any of this sort of involvement is good for everyone. 
Small steps for us small people (Personal interview 3, 7/6/09). 
 
Ryan’s reservations about his eldest son, John, were borne from Ryan’s perception 
that John was either not interested in changing his behaviour or resistant to changing 
his behaviour. Despite believing that signing up to the Protocol was a positive step for 
all of the family members, Ryan did suggest that the children, particularly John, 
would benefit the most.  
 
A parent in the Harvey family also took leadership of the Protocol’s negotiation and 
signing process. Richard Harvey’s mother June, like Betty and Christine, also felt that 
she had historically been the person responsible for taking the lead on environmental 
actions in their family home. In response to the question of what she thought of 
Richard bringing home the Protocol to implement in their home she said,  
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Well, I was very happy about it, because having watched Carbon Cops and things like 
that I thought it would be a good thing for us. Sometimes I feel that it is me pushing 
the barrel a little bit, you know, like turn off this and those sort of things, so I was 
happy about it (Personal interview 1, 3/6/09).  
 
When describing the process that they underwent to negotiate and sign the Protocol, 
June once implied that Richard lacked motivation to lead such an initiative. When 
asked how her family conducted the negotiation meeting, she stated,  
 
Perhaps the other two (Richard and Tim) didn’t have as much of a role in it and that 
they might take a bit more ownership instead of me driving it, which is what I often 
do. It is going to be interesting to see now, because they have signed the Protocol 
(Personal interview 3, 31/7/09).  
 
June saw herself as the primary motivator for pro-environmental behaviour in her 
family home. Consequently, she took control of the Protocol’s negotiation and signing 
process.  
 
In the Longhurst family, James’ mother Mary took on the role of the ‘keeper’ of the 
Protocol. When asked to give an overview of the negotiation process in her family, 
she replied, ‘It was decided that I would be the keeper, so to speak, of any regulations 
that we put in place for our family. And maintain that those rules and regulations 
were kept to’ (Personal interview 3, 24/6/09). Indeed, in four of the six participating 
families, a parent took the role of ‘keeper’ of the Protocol. While Mary Longhurst did 
not elaborate on why she adopted this role, Betty, Christine and June all stated that 
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they did it because they believed their children were not sufficiently motivated or 
capable to lead the negotiation and signing phase. This seemed to reflect the attitude 
that as parents, they were used to leading family initiatives and pushing their children 
in the direction that the family wished to take. 
4.3.8 Summary 
All of the students who volunteered to participate in the research project approached 
the negotiation and signing phases with enthusiasm and optimism. All of them had 
learnt about the plight of the environment through the media and education, and they 
were interested in doing something positive to help the environment. They saw the 
Protocol as a means of leading behaviour change in their family homes and in doing 
so make a positive contribution towards solving a global problem. The students’ 
optimism that they would be able to convince their family members to negotiate and 
sign up to the Protocol was well founded, with most family members enthusiastically 
embracing the notion. However, despite their original enthusiasm, there were several 
parents who appeared to lack motivation and time to commit themselves fully to the 
process of negotiating and signing the Protocol.  
 
The negotiation and signing phase included structured discussions about the actions 
that they could take to help the environment. In all of the families the most common 
goals in the Protocol were from the Consumption category, with many of the goals 
focused on continuing behaviours that they were already doing. Further, most of these 
focused on reducing electricity and water consumption. One of the determinants of 
whether or not the families committed to setting goals from the Physical category was 
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the financial cost involved. If the goals were relatively inexpensive or free then there 
was a greater chance that the families would adopt these goals.   
 
A key finding was that during the negotiation and signing process, parents from most 
families took control of the meetings. The parents who adopted the primary leadership 
role in negotiating and signing the Protocols seemed to be driven by the belief that 
either their children were not motivated enough to manage leadership roles or that the 
parents, such as June Harvey, assumed a default status that had existed prior to the 
introduction of the Protocol.  
4.4 Response to roles and responsibilities 
The completion of the negotiation and signing phase meant that the participants were 
able to begin implementing actions as specified in the Protocol. Findings in this 
section relate to the participants’ take up and response to their roles and 
responsibilities as outlined in the Protocol: the children were generally satisfied with 
their family’s take-up and response received when introducing the Protocol; the 
Protocol served to encourage the participants as they set about attempting to achieve 
their goals; there was scepticism that achieving the Protocol’s goals would have a 
significant impact on global environmental problems; and families felt that 
governments should provide support to citizens to take action on behalf of the 
environment, particularly in light of the perception that pro-environmental behaviour 
could lead to a lower standard of living.   
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4.4.1 Objective achieved 
Most of the students were satisfied with the way their family members had taken up 
their new roles and responsibilities under the Protocol. Greg Minstead looked back on 
his family members’ take-up of the Protocol, saying: ‘Everyone was positive in doing 
it. We were able to agree to everything that we put down. So it’s a good concept to do 
and everyone can see what you are writing. You are all agreeing to it and officially 
signing it’ (Personal interview 3, 30/6/09). Yolanda Johnstone felt that signing the 
Protocol encouraged the family members to maintain their motivation and uphold 
their responsibilities to change their behaviour, which mirrored Greg’s positive 
words:  
 
I thought that it was a good idea because it makes it more obvious because we don’t 
forget about it and we try to keep doing it and I thought that it was good that we did it 
as a family instead of as individuals. I like the way that everything is set out. How we 
discuss and we have to do follow ups. I just think that it is a good idea (Personal 
interview 3, 4/6/09).  
 
The Protocol helped the participants to feel more aware of the need to care for the 
environment by setting goals. When asked what he thought about signing up to the 
Protocol, Tom Whoknowswhere reported:‘It’s good, because as I said, it has brought 
the issue up now, so you think about it more, so it has definitely helped.’ (Personal 
interview 3, 26/6/09).  The Protocol helped Tom’s family members to become more 
aware of caring for the environment through their everyday actions around their 
family home. Indeed, in the early stages of this project the students were generally 
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satisfied that their family members had taken up new roles and responsibilities for 
caring for the environment as a result of the introduction of the Protocol.   
4.4.2 The Protocol: Encouragement for family members 
While most of the children were satisfied with the manner in which their family 
members had responded to the introduction of the Protocol, their family members 
simultaneously reported that signing the Protocol encouraged them to adopt more 
environmentally responsible roles. The Protocol did this in the following ways: it 
provided an impetus for the participants to have new conversations; its structure 
enabled the participants to set up practical, achievable goals; it established a co-
operative setting where the participants supported each other; and it helped to 
rekindled flagging motivation.   
 
Conversations about the Protocol meant the participants set and maintained new 
responsibilities within their family groups. Tom Whoknowswhere’s mother, Ellen, 
described this:  
 
I think that it was good. Without the Protocol we wouldn’t have sat down and had 
family meetings discussing it, and allocating each of our jobs to research and follow 
through on it, so yes, without it we wouldn’t have done that…I think that pretty much 
all of us were involved (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). 
  
The Protocol provided the impetus for the Whoknowswhere family to have 
discussions about living in a more environmentally responsible manner. Its layout and 
inclusions encouraged and motivated some of the participants to achieve their goals, 
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as well as establishing in some of the family homes a spirit of co-operation. The 
Protocol also provided them a structure to help support them to develop their goals. 
When asked to describe what she thought of using the Protocol, Jack Borber’s mother 
Christine pinpointed the Protocol’s structure:  
 
I think that I always knew it but by putting them down on paper it made me realise 
that you can do it, and by putting it down step by step and really looking at it, it is not 
hard to do (Personal interview 4, 15/10/09). 
 
Implementation of the Protocol also encouraged some of the participants engendering 
a sense of co-operation. Tom Whoknowswhere’s father, Clarke, when asked to 
comment on the Protocol, said, ‘Well, we gave people a list of things to do and 
everyone went off and did it. It was evenly shared’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). 
Several other participants mentioned that the implementation of the Protocol 
encouraged them to bond together around the goals that they had established as a 
family. James Longhurst’s mother Mary believed that the implementation of the 
Protocol was a bonding agent that encouraged them to attain their goals through a 
sense of fun. She stated,  
 
I think it’s great. I mean that it has pulled our family together in some respects, and I 
think that it is going to be, well I am going to try to make it a fun experience. So I can 
at this point in time only say positive things (Personal interview 3, 24/6/09).  
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Likewise, the structure of the Protocol encouraged the Minstead family to cooperate 
through an enhanced sense of shared purpose. When describing the impact that the 
implementation of their Protocol had on her family, Sally Minstead said,  
 
I think that it has been good because it does make us all become more conscious of it. 
I mean, I have been trying for a lot of years to do some of these things and everyone 
laughs at me when I say that I am going to do this and I tell them to turn the water off 
when its running and no one’s using it and, you know, just the little things all of the 
time that I have been trying to do in the house and now that everyone else is 
conscious of them and they are all trying to do them, it makes it all a lot easier, 
because now we have a purpose for doing it…and we have all become a bit more 
cooperative and it’s a good team thing, good family bonding as well (Personal 
interview 4, 4/11/09). 
 
In bonding as a family around the shared goals articulated in the Protocol, Sally 
believed achieving them would be easier. The Minstead family’s experience is 
representative of other families. The goals articulated in the Protocol encouraged the 
participating families to adopt and maintain roles of caring for the environment 
through their actions around the family home. The introduction of the Protocol also 
succeeded in bonding the families bond around a sense of common purpose to help 
the environment. 
 
Therefore, the Protocol provided encouragement for the participants as they set about 
taking responsibility for achieving the goals that they had set as a family. The 
Protocol engendered a co-operative environment in the family homes in which 
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conversations were held around how to live in a more environmentally responsible 
manner. The Protocol’s structure encouraged the setting and attainment of achievable 
goals and motivated participants to maintain their commitment to achieving the goals. 
4.4.3 Implementation in the face of scepticism  
Despite many of the participants enthusiastically taking up roles and responsibilities 
for achieving the goals of the Protocol, some of the participants were sceptical that 
their actions would make a significant difference to the world’s environmental 
problems. The scepticism arose from the belief that global environmental problems 
were so large that the actions of individuals in family groups would be inadequate to 
mitigate the global problems.  
 
Tom Whoknowswhere’s father Clarke exemplified this sense of scepticism when he 
discussed the dilemma facing individuals as they grapple with global environmental 
problems: 
 
I am aware of the fact that how we live has an impact on the environment, so I have to 
take some sort of responsibility for that. I do feel that I am a tiny speck in a very big 
world. I think that the only way that it is going to change the world is if it happens in 
a big way. I think that we need to be forced to do things otherwise we are not going to 
do them. I don’t see people jumping on board unless they have to…It has to come 
from above…Unless governments and electricity providers provide me with green 
sources of energy…With the car I’m probably not going to change my lifestyle I 
would think. I think that the car manufacturers are going to have to change the cars 
(Personal interview 3, 8/6/09).  
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Despite agreeing to implement the Protocol in his family home and taking 
responsibility for attaining the Protocol’s goals, Clarke had major reservations about 
the efficacy of his simple actions. Clarke’s metaphor of the ‘tiny speck in a very big 
world’ represents his view that individual actions are not going to bring about 
sufficient change to the enormous environmental problems facing humankind. 
Clarke’s words also demonstrate his belief that individuals will only change 
behaviour if government or industry coerces or supports them. Greg Minstead’s father 
Ross mirrored Tom’s analogy of the tiny speck when he described the global dilemma 
facing individual citizens: ‘it’s like the US burning the bejusus out of everything. Our 
little footprint is not going to make any difference at all’ (Personal interview 3, 
4/6/09). Meanwhile, Yolanda’s father Charles held similar views but went even 
further: 
 
It’s got to go across the board. It’s got to start in the house. But I think that the 
biggest waster of electricity is business, of damage to the environment is business. I 
think that they should be held responsible. I think that the problem with Australia is 
that we are so damned small. We are nothing in the world, and even if we introduced 
this stuff [An emissions trading scheme, or ETS] I don’t think that we would make 
that much of a big impression. I think that the majors have to do it. It has to be the 
majors…if China did it and America did it then it would be a completely different 
story. I think us leading doesn’t give us any credence because they are going to say, 
“So what? Good on you, sucker! (Laughing)” (Personal interview 3, 4/6/09).  
 
Despite his scepticism about the insignificance of individual effort on a global scale, 
Charles was still committed to taking responsibility for achieving the goals of the 
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Protocol. However, the comments by Charles, Clarke and Ross encapsulate a dilemma 
faced by the participants as they set about trying to achieve the Protocol’s goals: 
unless pushed by government and industry, individuals would not have the level of 
commitment to change their behaviour to more environmentally responsible levels; 
and even if they did change their behaviour, pro-environmental actions in the family 
home, or even at a national level, would be insufficient to mitigate global 
environmental problems.  
 
Despite the belief by some of the participants that the answers to environmental 
problems lay in the hands of industry, Richard Harvey’s father Tim was sceptical that 
even industry would be prepared to take the step towards pro-environmental practices: 
‘Industry-wise, well it’s a difficult situation because…you become less competitive by 
doing it, so unless it’s a global approach some industries in particular are going to be 
impacted fairly heavily on’ (Personal interview 3, 3/6/09). Tim agreed that solutions 
to global environmental problems lay in the hands of industry, but that industry itself 
would not take appropriate pro-environmental action if it meant sacrificing its 
competitive edge in the market. Tim’s comments highlight the tension felt by some of 
the participants as they set about pursuing the Protocol’s goals. While agreeing to 
change their behaviour at the local level, they also believed that future endeavours to 
bring about global environmental changes would need to come from beyond the 
family homes. 
4.4.4 Need for government encouragement 
While some of the participants pointed to the need for governments to take action on 
global problems, others suggested that governments needed to do more to encourage 
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individuals to take action on behalf of the environment. Yolanda Johnstone, when 
asked who should take responsibility for caring for the environment, responded, ‘I 
don’t know…Government. They could help…like with turning off the lights for an 
hour or whatever they do, for everybody, they should be encouraging Australia’ 
(Personal interview 1, 4/6/09). Yolanda’s mother Betty claimed that Government 
should force individuals to change their behaviour in order to help the environment. 
She was adamant that given the severity of the situation facing human kind, and 
without strong government action, individuals would fall into a state of inertia: 
‘Maybe if it had been forced down our throats it might have had to become a priority. 
Somewhere down the line people are going to say, “I just can’t afford this anymore”’ 
(Personal interview 4, 13/11/09). Betty’s stance on government’s role in mitigating 
global environmental problems points to her perception that without government 
intervention, individuals lack potency in tackling the world’s environmental 
problems.  
 
Some of the participants, like Greg Minstead’s mother Sally, felt that one way that 
government could encourage individuals to live in a more environmentally 
responsible manner is through offering financial incentives:  
 
Everyone has to do their bit, but there has to be some incentives to make people do it. 
I think that the governments could do a little more to help and encourage people, tank 
water and grey water and solar heating…there is lots of ways the Government can do 
this (Personal interview 1, 4/06/09).  
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Tom Whoknowswhere held a similar opinion about the need for government 
incentives when asked who should take responsibility for caring for the environment: 
‘Probably government and stuff. It needs to push it a bit more and encourage people 
to be more environmentally friendly. Well they have done a few grants and things, like 
solar panels and stuff’ (Personal interview 1, 8/6/09). Others recommended that 
governments provide incentives to organisations as well as individuals. Organisations 
such as schools could become more sustainable places, according to Greg Minstead: 
‘Maybe the government just offering grants to big companies like schools if they are 
willing to buy dual flush toilets or something like that. Grants to help them get 
started’ (Greg, personal interview 1, 4/06/09).  
 
The need for governmental encouragement, to either individuals or organisations, was 
a common theme found in the data. However, there was a pervasive feeling that 
individuals or organisations should not have to absorb all of the costs associated with 
their sacrifices. Greg Minstead’s father Ross captured the essence of this belief:  
 
I feel certainly that me as an individual should take a greater role than I have done. 
But it has to come from local government first and then State government and then 
Federal. They’ve really got to get their act together and try to work out a decent 
compromise (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09). 
 
Participants in this research study were keen to help the environment by signing up to 
new roles and responsibilities as articulated in the Protocol, but they also recognised 
that the problem was bigger than their families’ efforts and would ultimately require a 
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cost that made them question the value or efficacy their efforts. However, they felt a 
push for change could come from government.  
4.4.5 Goals versus lifestyle  
The suggestion that governments should provide financial incentives to individuals to 
encourage them to live in a more environmentally responsible manner was indicative 
of the finding that participants were less likely to achieve the Protocol’s goals if it 
required a compromise to their lifestyles. In questioning the cost versus value in 
developing goals in the Protocol, some of the participants revealed a tension that arose 
as they realised sacrifices to their lifestyles might be required in order to achieve the 
goals of the Protocol. Participants also identified that while they intended to achieve 
the Protocol’s goals, they had to do this while meeting the requirements of busy lives, 
including heavy work and social commitments.  
 
Some of the participants were aware of how difficult it might be for them to take up 
new roles and responsibilities for achieving the Protocol’s goals if it meant changing 
their consumerist lifestyles and a possible lowering of their standard of living. Jack 
Borber’s father Ryan theorised on what he saw as a dominant social paradigm and the 
challenges created for people looking to live in more environmentally responsible 
manner:   
 
Changing their lifestyle is going to be the hardest thing. People are used to big 
houses. People are used to bigger houses…but the reality is that they need to have 
smaller houses with smaller amounts of electronics and gizmos otherwise it will never 
turn around (Ryan, personal interview 4, 15/10/09). 
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Ryan highlights the tension between intention to live in a more environmentally 
responsible manner and maintaining the high quality of life currently enjoyed. An 
example of this is Yolanda Johnstone’s mother, Betty, who created a goal in her 
family’s Protocol to shop for local fresh produce. However, even early in the project 
she was sceptical about her chances of meeting this goal:  
 
I feel that’s the result of being powerless against the big corporations…you can’t 
have your small local produce supermarkets any more…you don’t actually have it 
anymore and it is just convenient to go to the big supermarkets, and we are all paying 
the price because of it (Personal interview 1, 4/6/09).  
 
Betty’s shopping habits were built around her perception that going to the 
supermarket saved time, but the goal to buy more produce at the local shop was 
counter to the convenience of the supermarket. This is indicative of the dilemma 
facing several of the participants as they weighed up their roles and responsibilities in 
adhering to the Protocol. Jack Borber’s mother Christine encapsulated this dilemma 
when she talked generally about the challenge of changing behaviour in order to 
achieve the goals of the Protocol: ‘You just get stuck in your own ways, which is 
really bad, but you just get stuck. Occasionally you might talk about it and pick 
ourselves up again. A week later it all goes back to your normal routine’ (Personal 
interview 4, 15/10/09). Breaking normal routines in order to achieve the Protocol’s 
goals was difficult for some of the participants, particularly when the routine was 
designed to save time in their busy lifestyles.   
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Participation in sport was another lifestyle expectation that existed in tension with the 
goals articulated in the Protocol. Most of the families had children who participated in 
team sports and some families reported that transporting children to and from sporting 
events and training took significant amounts of time, negatively influencing their 
ability to establish and maintain goals in the Protocol. James Longhurst’s mother 
Mary foresaw a busy schedule outside the family domain as a possible hindrance to 
adherence to some of the goals of the Protocol:  
 
Our busy schedule; not being able to sit down, as we have so very few nights all 
together, when we are not running around at sport and other commitments to really 
enforce rules and a timetable. Our schedule didn’t allow for it (Personal interview 4, 
4/10/09).  
 
Making the time to regularly meet and discuss the family’s progress was a key feature 
of the students’ plans when they introduced the Protocols into their family homes. 
Part of the negotiation process prior to implementation entailed family members 
agreeing to establish strategies, including regular family meetings, to discuss their 
progress in achieving the goals of the Protocol. Yet, from the early stages of the 
project participants reported that busy lifestyles interfered with holding such 
meetings. 
4.4.6 Summary 
Most of the students were satisfied with the positive manner with which their family 
members began the process of implementing the Protocol and achieving the goals that 
they had set during the negotiation phase. Meanwhile, the Protocol was 
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enthusiastically received by most of the participants because they felt that it provided 
them with a straightforward means of achieving their goals, as well as the 
encouragement to work together as a family to live in a more environmentally 
responsible manner. Through family meetings, the participants took on different roles 
and responsibilities in the family home and as they set about achieving the goals of 
the Protocol. The Protocol gave them the confidence to change behaviour.  
 
Despite their enthusiasm for the concept of the Protocol, however, some of the 
participants felt sceptical about what could be achieved at the individual or family 
level, believing that global environmental problems are simply too large to solve 
through family-based actions. Instead, participants felt that governments and industry 
must shoulder greater responsibility for mitigating global environmental problems 
through laws and large-scale actions.  While all of the participants agreed to take 
responsibility for achieving the goals of the family Protocol, there was also a belief 
that governments could make large-scale actions more palatable by providing 
encouragement and financial support to individuals to make the transition to a more 
environmentally responsible way of living.  On a more personal level, the scepticism 
shown by some of the participants arose from a concern that the gains for the 
environment that they would make through the Protocol did not justify the cost in 
terms of sacrifice to lifestyle and standard of living.  
 
Therefore, as the participants embarked on the Protocol’s three-month implementation 
period there was a tension between their hope and pragmatism. On one hand they 
hoped that by achieving the goals of the Protocol they were achieving something 
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positive for the environment, while on the other hand they had doubts about the 
efficacy or value of the sacrifices required to achieve the goals.    
4.5 Sustainability of changes facilitated by the 
Protocol 
After the 3-month Protocol implementation period participants provided feedback on 
the sustainability of the changes facilitated by the Protocol in the family’s 
environmental practices and the forces that influenced the sustainability of these 
changes. Findings on the effectiveness of the family Protocols are derived primarily 
from the data gathered in the Final Phase of interviews where the participants were 
asked to describe how successful they had been in achieving their goals; what 
influenced the success or failure of their Protocols; what they thought of their 
Protocol for bringing their family together around environmental issues; and the 
impact that the Protocol had had on them as individuals and the members of their 
family. The participants were also asked to give a score out of ten for the 
effectiveness of their Protocols. The participants were told that ten out of ten meant 
that they were very successful in achieving the goals of their Protocol while zero out 
of ten meant that they had no success at all in achieving the goals of their Protocols. 
Thus individual scores reflect perceptions of how successfully he or she achieved his 
or her goals, while average scores provide an impression of each family’s perception 
of the Protocol. Average scores for each family group were calculated, as shown in 
Table 3.2. The average mark for all of the family groups was 5.2.  
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Table 4.1: Protocol averages by family group 
Family Score /10 for Protocol 
Whoknowswhere 7.3 
Minstead 6.7 
Longhurst 4.5 
Johnstone 4.3 
Borber 4.1 
Harvey 4.1 
Average across families 5.2 
 
Several themes emerged from the data: the Protocol helped to change the participants’ 
awareness of the plight of the environment and the importance of living in a more 
environmentally responsible manner; the Protocol’s most sustainable goals were from 
the Consumption category; those families that collaborated during the implementation 
of the Protocol enjoyed more sustained success in achieving the goals of the Protocol; 
and participants’ lifestyles were a major factor impacting sustainability of the goals of 
the Protocol.  
4.5.1 Awareness raised in pursuing the Protocol’s goals 
Implementation of the Protocol heightened the participants’ awareness of the plight of 
the environment and how they could live in a more environmentally responsible 
manner in their family homes. Tom Whoknowswhere, when asked to describe the 
impact of the Protocol on him and his family members, said, ‘I would say that for me, 
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and everyone, it raised the awareness of the issues and just from each other we 
learned other ways to improve the situation’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). Tom 
was asked to give a score out of ten for his Protocol and he claimed, ‘I would say an 
8/10. I scored it high because it brought the issue to attention and encouraged us to 
discuss it. It wasn’t perfect because sometimes it was hard to find motivation to have 
meetings. But it worked well’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09).  
 
Greg Minstead’s father, Ross, had a similar opinion when asked what the impact of 
the Protocol was on his family. He replied, ‘It makes you aware. Not that I am turning 
into a greenie, but it does make you aware of what can be done with just a little bit of 
effort, and if you put that together over a nation, it will be good’ (Personal interview 
4, 4/11/09). By attempting to achieve the Protocol’s goals, the participants’ awareness 
of the plight of the environment had been heightened. Ross Minstead, who had 
originally claimed that he would find it difficult to change his behaviour, highlighted 
his own awareness of the value of small actions in solving what are global 
environmental problems and attributed this change to the effect of the Protocol. 
  
Even in families where the participants reported low success with the goals of their 
family’s Protocol, there was an increased level of awareness of the plight of the 
environment and what they could do to help the environment. The members of the 
Borber family reported that they had not been very successful in achieving the goals 
of the Protocol but they were convinced that their raised awareness was maintained 
throughout the project. When asked what influence the Protocol had on her, Jack 
Borber’s mother Christine replied, ‘I suppose that it made me more aware of things 
that I could and should be doing’, and further, it ‘made us discuss things a bit more’ 
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(Personal interview 4, 15/10/09). Jack also felt that the awareness raised and sustained 
by the Protocol was particularly helpful in providing his family members with 
reminders about their actions: ‘It has made me more aware of how many ways that 
you can help, just in little ways. We put down at least twenty-five ideas that we could 
do which we hadn’t already done, which is quite a few’ (Personal interview 4, 
15/10/09). The Harvey family also reported low success with the goals of the Protocol 
was the Harvey family. Despite this, however, participants from the Harvey family 
did report that their awareness of the plight of the environment and ways to help the 
environment had been enhanced and sustained. When asked what score she gave for 
the Protocol at the end of the implementation period, Richard Harvey’s mother June 
said,  
 
Probably 3 or 4, to be honest. That is not to say that we won’t go on now that the 
holidays are coming and we can put a few of those things into practice. Just because 
it has ended doesn’t mean that we can’t put some of these things into place. That is 
the whole thing about this. It has raised our awareness and we have changed our way 
of looking at things (Personal interview 4, 5/11/09).  
 
Despite the Harvey family being unable to successfully put in place some of the 
changes that they had planned, what did change was their awareness of the plight of 
the environment and what they could do to help the environment. While the Harvey 
family members were not able to sustainably maintain the changes to their behaviour, 
they were more aware of the correlation between changing behaviour and helping the 
environment.  
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An increased awareness was also evident in the Johnstone family. Despite reporting 
that their family did not successfully change their behaviour under the Protocol, Jack 
Johnstone’s mother Betty highlighted the stark difference between the Protocol’s 
effectiveness in inspiring action in her family and raising awareness. Betty was also 
asked to score the Protocol and give reasons:  
 
The level of change, I would take into account the fact that awareness has to come 
into that, so with that I would say 5. If you took awareness out, I would say 1. 
Practically nothing has changed, but there is an awareness (Personal interview 4, 
13/11/09).  
 
According to Betty Johnstone, her family failed to sustain the changes in behaviour 
initially brought about by the Protocol, but had maintained a higher level of awareness 
of the plight of the environment as a result of implementing the Protocol. By 
including awareness as an aspect of her family’s success with the Protocol, Betty 
considered raised awareness of the plight of the environment as a worthwhile by-
product of the Protocol, notwithstanding the fact that her family had not successfully 
achieved the Protocol’s goals in the long run.  
 
Whether the families reported that they successfully achieved the Protocol’s goals or 
not, most of them believed that a major strength of the Protocol was that it raised their 
awareness of the plight of the environment.  
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4.5.2 ‘Consumption’ goals sustainable 
Despite considerable variety in the scores given by participants when rating their 
family’s success in achieving the goals of the Protocol, it was consistently reported 
that the goals from the Consumption category were easiest to achieve over the long 
term. Members from all families noted that goals requiring simple actions were the 
most easily sustained, and these goals were normally in the Consumption category.  
 
The Borber family had a low average score of 4.2/10 for the effectiveness of their 
Protocol, yet still achieved reasonable success in achieving goals in the Consumption 
category. Jack Borber’s mother Christine stated,  
 
I don’t think that we were as successful as we thought that we would be. In certain 
areas we were pretty good, while in other areas we failed miserably…I think that we 
were pretty good on turning off lights and that. Michael, especially now, is very 
aware of it and goes around and turns the lights off (Personal interview 4, 15/10/09). 
 
Despite feeling that they had not done very well in sustaining changes in their 
behaviour, Christine acknowledged that some of the goals from the Consumption 
category were still being met at the end of the implementation period, such as 
switching off lights when not in use. Christine’s husband Ryan reported success in 
maintaining another of their Consumption goals: 
 
I am a person who always left the tap on when I cleaned my teeth, leaving the water 
running the whole time, so I put a process in place where I filled up a cup of water 
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when I first started…so that was a…change that was easy to do and implement 
(Personal interview 4, 15/10/09). 
 
Ryan’s goal of filling a cup of water when brushing his teeth also came from the 
Protocol’s Consumption category. Despite the members of the Borber family 
reporting that they unhappy with level of success that they had with the Protocol they 
were still able to achieve goals from the Consumption category that Ryan described as 
‘easy to do and implement’.  
 
Another family whose members reported that they were not very successful in 
achieving the goals of the Protocol was the Harvey family. Yet, when asked to gauge 
the effectiveness of the Protocol, they pointed out that they did achieve goals from the 
Protocol’s Consumption category. In other words, the Protocol had supported them to 
make some straightforward changes in their behaviour over the longer term. Richard 
Harvey’s father Tim, when asked how successfully they had adhered to the goals of 
their Protocol, said,  
 
Fairly limited. We have had a few issues going on, but what it did definitely do for all 
of us was give us a much better awareness of what does go on and what things we 
probably can do and probably only the fairly easy things are what we have 
addressed…in lighting, leaving things on standby, things like dishwashers, 
microwaves, and those sorts of things. We are all a bit more aware of what we can 
do, but as I said, the fairly easy things, I guess (Personal interview 4, 12/11/09). 
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Members of the Harvey family, despite feeling that they had enjoyed ‘fairly limited’ 
success, had achieved ‘fairly easy’ things such as turning off lights or not leaving 
items on standby when not in use.  This was a pattern repeated in other families.  
 
When James Longhurst was asked to describe how successful his family had been in 
being achieving the goals of their Protocol, he replied,  
 
For most of the time we just turned off the lights a bit more and turned off power 
points, so it as been pretty good…one of the goals was to have the lights off more 
during the day in order to waste less electricity and I think that this was one of the 
easiest to achieve (Personal interview 4, 21/10/09).  
 
The actions that James highlighted were all from the Protocol’s Consumption 
category, and these goals were in James’ words ‘the easiest to achieve’. The 
Longhurst family’s experience was similar to most of the other families who had 
reported a limited degree of success in achieving the goals of their Protocol.  
  
In those families where the Protocol had been considered highly effective, participants 
also reported that those goals from the Consumption category were the easiest to 
achieve. Tom Whoknowswhere, whose family members reported an average of 7.3/10 
for their Protocol, singled out their goals from the Consumption category when he 
said, ‘We achieved nearly all of them, so I guess that’s very successful. Most of them 
were easy to accomplish. I think that we accomplished all of the ones that we set’ 
(Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). When asked which goals were the easiest to achieve, 
Tom replied, ‘Probably the simple ones like turning off lights and short showers, 
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which required you to develop a new habit and once that was done it was quite easy’ 
(Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). The goals that Tom mentioned, such as turning off 
lights were from the Consumption category. Tom’s sister Audrey also identified goals 
from the ‘Consumption’ category as the easiest to achieve:  
 
Our household was pretty successful. There were only a couple of things that we 
didn’t get done, but they were put into the long term, so I think that we were very 
successful…Simple things like turning off the lights. We talked about what we should 
do and shouldn’t do and just discussed things. We tried to stick to regular meetings 
(Personal interview 4, 18/10/09).  
 
The success that the Whoknowswhere family enjoyed in achieving simple goals from 
the Consumption category was common across all of the families. Thus, the Protocol 
supported families to achieve sustained behavioural change by helping them set 
achievable goals such as conserving energy and water. However, Audrey touched on 
another theme in the research: the influence of family collaboration on achieving the 
goals of the Protocol.  
4.5.3 Collaborating for success 
Families that maintained a spirit of collaboration during the project enjoyed more 
success in achieving the goals of the Protocol. The collaborative approach was 
notable in families where children took the lead in the implementation of the Protocol 
or where control was shared between adults and children. Families with such 
approaches were generally successful in achieving the goals of the Protocol and found 
the changes sustainable. The Whoknowswhere and Minstead families best represent 
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this pattern: The Whoknowswhere family shared control of the Protocol amongst all 
four members, while in the Minstead family Greg’s parents allowed him to control the 
implementation of the Protocol. Both methods of collaboration led to successful 
outcomes.  
 
The relationship between collaboration and success in achieving the goals of the 
Protocol was evidenced in the Whoknowswhere family. Tom’s parents shared control 
of the implementation of their Protocol with him and his sister Audrey, and at the 
completion of the Protocol’s implementation period the family members were happy 
with their success in achieving their goals. In the final interview, Tom’s mother Ellen 
spoke of her desire to give Tom a leadership role in the implementation of the 
Protocol and in the process, control was shared between all four family members:  
 
I think that pretty much all of us were involved, I guess that I was trying to give Tom 
more ownership than us, but it probably ended up pretty equal. Audrey has been 
looking up the details of that on the internet…We gave ourselves certain jobs because 
we had a couple of family meetings. Without the Protocol we wouldn’t have sat down 
and had family meetings discussing it, and allocating each of our jobs to research and 
follow through on it (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09).  
 
Tom’s father Clarke concurred with his wife’s summation when he stated, ‘We gave 
people a list of things to do and everyone went off and did it. It was evenly shared. I 
think that Audrey was very good. She is very conscientious, but everyone did their 
thing’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). Tom’s younger sister Audrey highlighted the 
family’s cooperative arrangement:  
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We all had our own things that we had to go and find out and research and we all did 
something. We shared it as a family…It has made me realise that we all need to be 
more aware and turning off the lights. It’s not that hard to do (Personal interview 4, 
18/10/09).  
 
Not only did all members of the Whoknowswhat family members confirm that they 
shared control of the implementation of the Protocol, but they also all reported that 
they successfully achieved the goals of the Protocol over the longer term. The average 
score out of 10 given by members of the Whoknowswhere family for how 
successfully they had achieved the gaols of the Protocol was 7.3. This average score 
was mirrored by the family members’ responses when asked how successful they had 
been in achieving the goals of their Protocol. Tom said, ‘We achieved nearly all of 
them, so I guess that’s very successful’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). Audrey 
reported that she felt that they ‘were very successful’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). 
Tom’s father Clarke said, ‘I think that we were reasonably successful. We divided it 
up and we got most of it done’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09), while Tom’s mother 
Ellen stated, ‘We achieved all but one of our goals’ (Personal interview 4, 18/10/09). 
The Whoknowswhere family members in the pursuit of the Protocol’s goals, all 
reported relatively high goal attainment by the end of the Project, which can be 
attributed to their collaborative approach toward the Protocol. In the Minstead house 
Greg and his parents adopted a comparable approach, with similar results.  
 
The Minsteads collaborated as a family group to achieve the goals of the Protocol. 
Greg led the Protocol’s implementation by setting agendas for family meetings and 
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goals from the Protocol and sharing the workload in achieving the goals of the 
Protocol. When Greg’s mother Sally was asked how individuals had adopted 
ownership of the Protocol, she replied,  
 
Ross has been doing the veggie patch, so that’s a good thing that he’s adopted…and 
Greg has taken on a number of things that he has been driving that he has been 
reminding us about…Greg does all of the light changing around the house. We have 
all become a bit more cooperative and it’s a good team thing, good family bonding as 
well (Personal interview 4, 4/11/09).  
 
Greg Minstead’s father Ross, as mentioned earlier, described himself as a ‘dinosaur’ 
and ‘very hard to change’ (Personal interview 3, 30/6/09). However, he still engaged 
with the process of negotiating and implementing the Protocol. In the Final phase of 
interviews it was clear that Greg had continued to maintain a leadership role around 
the implementation of the Protocol and that the family had cooperated to successfully 
attain the Protocol’s goals. The level of success that they achieved is mirrored in the 
average mark of 6.7/10 that they gave for the Protocol: the second highest average of 
all of the families.  
 
Greg spoke about the success that they enjoyed in achieving the goals of the Protocol: 
‘We did manage to do some of the things on our list but a lot of them we were 
previously doing before you came to us with this… Overall it was pretty good’ 
(Personal interview 4, 4/11/09). Greg’s mother Sally offered a similar point of view 
when she was asked how successful they had been in achieving the goals of the 
Protocol:  
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We are doing more of it than we were doing before…We have been more conscious 
of, for instance, getting into the veggie patch, which is still happening…so that is a 
new addition since we spoke to you last. We have been more conscious of using 
energy saving lights, every where, not just some places…We have been manually 
juicing our orange juice rather than using the electric juicer…I have been turning 
things off at the power point more than I used to, not all of the time, but I do try to 
turn them off when I can (Personal interview 4, 4/11/09).  
 
Noticeably, Sally’s multiple references to ‘we’ in the above quote demonstrates the 
collectivity in the family’s response to the Protocol. Despite listing some actions that 
she personally took, such as turning things off at the power point, much of her 
response refers to the fact that she and her family members carried out the actions 
together during the project. Theirs was indeed a collaborative effort in which Greg’s 
leadership in implementing the Protocol was supported by his parents. 
 
Both the Whoknowswhere and Minstead families pursued a collaborative approach to 
following the goals articulated in the Protocol and both families reported successfully 
achieving their goals. An important aspect of the collaborative approach was that in 
both families the children shared in the leadership of the Protocol throughout the 
entire project, including sharing in the decision-making processes around the planning 
and pursuit of the family’s goals. While two families pursued this collaborative 
approach, in the other families a different pattern of control emerged, along with 
contrasting results.  
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4.5.4 Parents wresting control: Recipe for failure 
While the Minstead and Whoknowswhere families were notable for their 
collaborative approach and success in achieving the goals of the Protocol, other 
families followed a different pattern. In these other families, parents tended to control 
implementation of the Protocol and family members generally reported lower success 
rates in achieving the goals of the Protocol over the period of the research. Thus, in 
four participating families the parents took charge, believing that their children lacked 
motivation to achieve the goals of the Protocol, even as the children felt that their 
parents did not give them the opportunity to demonstrate leadership qualities.  
 
In the Borber family, a lack of belief in their children’s motivation led to the parents 
taking control of the implementation of the Protocol, and ultimately poor results in 
achieving the goals of the Protocol. When asked to describe how successful they had 
been in adhering to the goals of the Protocol, Jack Borber’s father Ryan admitted that 
he and his wife Christine did eventually oversee the implementation of the Protocol: 
 
The family itself started off very well, I think. They were all encouraged by it. Perhaps 
John wasn’t as encouraged as we thought that he might be, but as it went along it 
became more and more of a parent-driven thing. And towards the end the whole thing 
was being driven by me and Christine (Personal interview 4, 15/10/09).  
 
Eldest son John, who was singled out by his father Ryan for not being particularly 
engaged with the implementation of the Protocol, provided a different reason:  
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Our parents attempted to regulate the Protocol for us and there were specific tasks 
that everyone could do that were targeted to their lifestyle. For us kids there wasn’t 
that much of the Protocol that we could directly affect that was targeted towards us, 
and the bits that were, were not really taken up enthusiastically as we should have 
(Personal interview 4, 15/10/09). 
 
While John admitted that he lacked enthusiasm for achieving some of the goals of the 
Protocol, his observation that the Protocol was not targeted towards the children 
points to a lack of collaboration in his family. He seemingly felt disaffected by the 
goals of the Protocol, as evidenced by his admission that there wasn’t much that he 
and his siblings could directly affect. While tension existed between the views of the 
parents and the children over the children’s motivation, the family was unanimous in 
the feeling that they were not successful in achieving the goals of the Protocol, 
assigning an average mark of 4.1/10 for their family’s success.   
 
The individual scores given by the members of the Borber family were mirrored in 
their comments. When asked how successful they had been in achieving the goals of 
their Protocol, Jack Borber’s mother, Christine replied, ‘I don’t think that we were as 
successful as we thought that we would be. In certain areas we were pretty good, 
while in other areas we failed miserably’ (Christine, Personal interview 4, 15/10/09). 
Jack’s brother Michael when asked the same questions, replied,  
 
We were pretty good at the start. We did probably 90% of what we wrote down and to 
the end we started getting a bit slack and we went down to about 50%. And we just 
collapsed at the end and did nothing pretty much (Personal interview 4, 15/10/09). 
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Michael’s admission that he and his family members lost motivation for pursuing the 
goals of the Protocol was indicated in the views of the other members of his family, 
with all of them noting that they did not maintain their commitment to the Protocol 
over the life of the project. In the Borber family two findings were clear: the parents 
took control of the implementation of the Protocol from Jack and the family was not 
very successful in achieving the Protocol’s goals for the duration of the project.  
 
The Borber family experience was similar to that of the Longhurst family in that the 
parents took control of the implementation of the Protocol, leaving the children little 
choice but to follow their parents’ lead. James Longhurst’s words exemplify his 
parents’ control over the decision-making in his family:  
 
I don’t really do that much. It’s basically my parents telling me to do that. It’s that 
sort of thing. I just follow what they say. I think that it definitely should be a 
responsibility that I have, because it’s as much my house as it is any one else’s. I 
should help take care of the environment and stuff (Personal interview 3, 17/6/09). 
 
Despite his awareness of his own responsibility, James was clearly resolved to the fact 
that his parents held most of the power in his home. This was exemplified when 
James introduced the Protocol to his family and his mother Mary assumed control of 
its negotiation, signing and implementation. Like in the Borber family, where the 
parents dominated the implementation of the Protocol, the Longhurst family members 
also reported a low level of success in adhering to the Protocol, assigning an average 
score of 4.5/10. Once again, the poor scores given by the members of the Longhurst 
family were mirrored in their comments. James’ mother Mary captured the overall 
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feeling of her family when relaying their limited success in achieving the goals of 
their Protocol:  
 
Achievement? I am not too sure that there was much of an achievement. It was all 
great in the first week and then everything got busy, and I am afraid that we probably 
fell short in maintaining control of our task (Personal interview 4, 21/10/09).  
 
Like the Borber family, the Longhursts were unable to maintain their motivation 
throughout the project, with commitment to the Protocol declining after the first week. 
Also similar is the tension that existed between the parents’ views and that of the 
children. While Mary Johnstone’s use of ‘we’ may imply shared control, her son 
James was at odds with this point of view, claiming that the parents controlled the 
Protocol. As in other families where the parents took charge, family success was 
limited.  
 
In the Johnstone family, the parents also assumed control of the implementation of the 
Protocol early in the project because of their perception that their children lacked 
enthusiasm for the Protocol. Jack’s mother Betty explained:  
 
I think a lack of enthusiasm amongst everybody, apart from Charles and me. Maybe, 
it’s not enthusiasm, but where they are in their ages and lives. It’s not important for 
them or a priority. Unless it’s 100% the parents’ priority, in our family at least, it’s 
not going to be a priority (Personal interview 4, 13/11/09).  
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Her husband Charles had a similar view of who was in charge and why: ‘Probably 
only Betty and I of course, because they – the children - were not particularly 
interested’ (Personal interview 4, 13/11/09). Once again, in a family where the 
parents took control of the Protocol the family members reported limited success in 
achieving the goals of the Protocol. Yolanda gave the Protocol a score of 1.5/10, and 
when asked why she had given this score, replied, ‘We didn’t really stick with it. We 
weren’t very bad to start with. It’s just that we didn’t change many things. We just 
didn’t stick with it’ (Personal interview 4, 13/11/09). Yolanda’s point of view was 
reiterated by her mother Betty when providing feedback on the Protocol: ‘I am 
probably disappointed with it, because we didn’t take it on board and do it properly. 
We did take it seriously but we didn’t follow through’ (Personal interview 4, 
13/11/09). The average score given by the members of the Johnstone family for the 
Protocol was 4.3/10. As in other families where the parents took charge, family 
members reported low scores for success rates. Like the Borber and Longhurst family 
members, the Johnstone family members were unable to maintain their level of 
motivation for pursuing the goals of the Protocol, and subsequently failed to 
successfully achieve the Protocol’s goals.  
 
The findings from sections 4.5.3 and 4.5.4 show a relationship between the 
governance of the Protocol and the self-reported perceptions of success in 
implementing the Protocol. Those family groups in which parents allowed the 
children to share in or lead the implementation of the Protocol reported higher 
average success scores for the Protocol and more positive remarks about their ability 
to achieve the goals of the Protocol than in those family groups where the parents 
assumed control of the implementation of the Protocol. Notably, in those families 
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where adults took control of the Protocol, the parents’ view that their children lacked 
the motivation to lead or participate enthusiastically in the project was at odds with 
the children’s perception that they were not given a loud enough voice in the 
implementation of the Protocol. It must be noted that the scores out of ten for the 
Protocol’s effectiveness provide only a glimpse of the impact that the Protocol had on 
the families’ actions. However, there is no doubt that parents emerged as an 
influential force on the efficacy of the Protocol in enabling the children to bring about 
environmental change in their homes.  
4.5.5 Change versus lifestyle 
Previous sections showed a relationship between the effectiveness of the Protocol and 
level of collaboration in the family groups. The current section reports a relationship 
between the participants’ commitment to the Protocol and to their lifestyles. When the 
participants commenced the implementation of the Protocol they reported that tension 
existed between their intentions to change behaviour and the cost for the required 
change to lifestyle. When interviewed three months after implementing the Protocol 
the participants raised the same issue again. Some of the participants questioned the 
value of sacrificing their lifestyles to achieve goals from the Protocol if the benefit to 
global environmental problems was miniscule. Others found their lifestyle habits too 
hard to change, while numerous participants reported that they were too busy to give 
sufficient time to achieve goals from the Protocol. 
  
Tension between the cost of changing behaviour and the possible benefits to the 
environment existed in the Borber household. Jack Borber’s older brother John 
captured the tension felt in his family:  
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As a household we started, we got somewhere with some of them, but some of the 
suggested Protocol items that we suggested at the start just didn’t come to 
fruition…the easiest ones to achieve were the ones that had the least impact on our 
lifestyle because it really took no cut to the personal advantage of the lifestyle, such 
as replacing the plastic shopping bags with the green ones. I suppose changing our 
diet slightly as well; cutting back on certain meats and mass-produced products…the 
hardest to achieve were the ones that had a massive impact on your lifestyle. Just for 
that reason, because no one wants to live beneath the standards that they can if it is 
not going to have a massive impact (Personal interview 4, 15/10/09).  
 
John is suggesting that if behavioural changes were not going to bring about positive 
impacts on the environmental problems and would lower their quality of life, people 
would be less inclined to change their behaviour. In response to his family’s 
experience of implementing the Protocol, John said, ‘I don’t think it is part of human 
nature to take a cut in lifestyle without seeing massive gains’ (Personal interview 4, 
15/10/09). Other participants referred to this same tension. For example, Yolanda 
Johnstone planned to substantially cut the time she spent in the shower. By the end of 
the three-month trial, however, she had failed to achieve her goal:  
 
We were not very successful at sticking with what we had to do. We just stayed as we 
were. The shorter showers, they just didn’t really happen. My sister and I just took 
ages in the shower. We just forgot about it I guess (Personal interview 4, 13/11/09).  
 
At the beginning of the project Yolanda indicated that she and her sister were used to 
taking long showers and that she hoped that she would be able to reverse this habit. 
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However, even with the goal articulated in the Protocol, Yolanda and her sister found 
it difficult to change their pre-project practices.  
 
Another reason given by participants for not being able to achieve goals of the 
Protocol was the time taken to maintain their lifestyles. When Greg Minstead’s 
mother Sally was asked to explain why the family members found it difficult to 
achieve some of the goals of the Protocol, she replied,  
 
Time and simply being too busy to do something. You take the quick alternatives when 
you are short of time and you think, “I know I should be doing this but I haven’t got 
time. So that is one of the biggest factors; being busy and being in a hurry. So you do 
things that you know aren’t good green protocol, but you are doing it because you are 
in a hurry and it just doesn’t work (Personal interview 4, 4/11/09).  
 
Sally was aware that the purpose of the goals of the Protocol was to support a new 
‘green’ way of living in her home. However, maintaining a busy lifestyle made it 
difficult to attain the goals, because pursuing the Protocol’s goals meant taking time 
away from other established activities. Similar sentiments were reported in the Harvey 
household, where Richard’s Harvey’s father Tim highlighted the difficulty of 
balancing a busy lifestyle with time required to make a difference to the environment:  
 
I guess…We talked about composting and recycling and things like that, but to be 
honest we just didn’t get the time to do it, and I guess we all have a busy lifestyle and 
its no excuse, and you know that you can make a difference, but we haven’t had the 
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opportunity to do it, sorry, haven’t had the commitment to do it properly (Personal 
interview 4, 12/11/09).  
 
Tim blamed his family’s busy lifestyle for not being able to achieve the goals of the 
Protocol, and he felt that in order to overcome the time constraints caused by their 
busy lifestyle he needed to show more commitment than he did. While he offered no 
excuses for not overcoming the obstacles, he felt that his busy lifestyle had a negative 
influence on his ability to meet the goals of the Protocol.  
 
Yolanda Johnstone’s mother Betty held a similar view, blaming her family’s inability 
to achieve the goals of the Protocol on their busy lifestyle: ‘I think that the major 
contributing factor was that our lifestyle is just too busy and that it wasn’t a priority’ 
(Personal interview 4, 13/11/09). Betty accepted that the challenge of making more 
time to meet the goals of the Protocol was not a priority for her, and further, offered 
no real excuse for this.  
 
In conclusion, participants reported that they found it difficult to achieve the goals of 
the Protocol if it meant changing long-held practices or lifestyles. Despite originally 
being motivated to change their behaviour in order to meet the Protocol’s goals, old 
habits and lifestyle norms stopped some of the participants from implementing the 
plans in Protocol. Busy lives absorbed much of the participants’ time and energy and 
became impediments to successful attainment of the Protocol’s goals. For some of the 
participants, the task of remaining committed to achieving the Protocol’s goals was 
made even more difficult by the fact that they could not see any improvements in the 
environment as a result of their sacrifices. 
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4.5.6 Summary 
The most sustainable change brought about by the implementation of the Protocol was 
a change in attitude towards the plight of the environment and what could be done to 
help the environment. As a result of the implementation of the Protocol participants 
were more acutely aware of how their actions contribute to the plight of the 
environment, and in the process developed a greater sense of responsibility for 
helping the environment through living in a more environmentally responsible 
manner. Despite the participants’ best intentions, however, most of the family groups 
reported that they did not enjoy significant success in achieving the goals of the 
Protocol other than for some of the simple goals from the Consumption category. 
Typically, these related to everyday actions such as reducing electricity use or water 
consumption.  
 
The family groups tended to adopt one of two approaches in implementing the 
Protocol. Some families adopted a collaborative approach where the children shared 
in decision-making regarding the Protocol. In other families the parents took control 
of the strategies and actions endorsed through the Protocol. Notably, families that 
collaborated to achieve the goals articulated in the Protocol reported higher levels of 
success than families where the parents had taken control of planning and 
implementing the Protocol.  
 
Independent of the approach adopted by family groups to implement the Protocol, 
participants from all of the families reported a tension between maintaining their 
lifestyles and achieving their goals. Their high standards of living and busy lifestyles 
were habitual and therefore difficult to alter. A further challenge to behavioural 
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change was scepticism that sacrifices could make a substantial difference to the global 
environmental crisis and therefore made them even less inclined to alter their 
behaviour.   
4.6 Summary of findings 
This chapter focused on the phases of negotiation, signing and implementing the 
Protocol. Data were presented to show how the participants took up and responded to 
different roles and responsibilities articulated in the goals of the Protocol. The extent 
to which any changes were sustained was analysed through participants’ perspectives 
after the three-month period of implementation. By way of chapter summary, this 
section synthesises the study findings to answer each of the supporting research 
questions.  
4.6.1 Supporting research question 1 
What took place in the negotiation and signing phases of the Protocol and what key 
forces influenced what took place in these phases? 
 
The students and their family members were enthusiastic about negotiating, signing 
and taking responsibility for implementing the Protocol in their family homes. The 
students were motivated by a sense of altruism and their desire to do their ‘bit’ for the 
environment (Greg Minstead, Personal interview 3, 11/06/09). Similarly, family 
members were compelled by altruism and a sense of loyalty to their children. All of 
the participants were confident that the Protocol would support them to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner and that its structure of three categories was easy 
to understand. Most of the families adopted formal meetings to negotiate, sign and 
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implement the Protocol, and planned to hold follow-up meetings to monitor the 
progress of the Protocol. All of the families agreed to pursue simple, straightforward 
goals, and most of the goals selected came from the Consumption category.  
 
Parents were highly influential as a familial force during the negotiation and signing 
phases. In four out of the six families, parents assumed control of the negotiation and 
signing processes, setting the agenda for the meetings. The parents felt vindicated by 
their decision to take control of the implementation of the Protocol because of their 
perception of their children as unmotivated and ineffective. The influence of parents 
was even evident prior to the commencement of the study, with two students deciding 
not to participate because their parents would not support their involvement.  
 
Another influential force that became apparent during the negotiation and 
implementation phases was the participants’ lifestyles. The decision by all of the 
families to pursue goals that were straightforward and simple could be seen as an 
indication of their wish to minimise the impact of the changes in behaviour brought 
about by the Protocol on their lifestyles. Even in the lead-up to the negotiation and 
signing processes some of the students were aware of the tension between the 
families’ lifestyles and the possible efficacy of the Protocol. For example, Richard 
Harvey was acutely aware of the potential for his father’s long work hours to derail 
the meeting where negotiation and signing the Protocol took place. Quite simply, his 
father, Tim was ‘hardly ever at home’ (Richard Harvey, Personal interview 3, 
16/06/09). 
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The media was an influential societal force in the lives of the participants. Although 
participants did not directly refer to the media’s influence on the negotiation and 
signing phases, the media was a significant source of information about the plight of 
the environment. One of the factors that motivated the participants to willingly 
negotiate and sign the Protocol was their sense of responsibility to care for the 
environment, which was a perception that had largely been shaped through the media. 
In contrast, only a few of the participants spoke of education as contributing to their 
knowledge of the plight of the environment. 
4.6.2 Supporting research question 2 
How did individuals take up/or respond to different roles and responsibilities brought 
about by the implementation of the Protocol and what key forces influenced their 
decisions?  
 
The purpose behind this research question was to ascertain how the participants 
responded to the Protocol just after it was implemented. The participants exuded an 
air of optimism as they embarked on the Protocol’s 3-month implementation period. 
With the negotiation and signing phases complete, the students were satisfied with the 
way that their family members embraced the Protocol, with all of the family members 
demonstrating a willingness to cooperate to achieve the goals of the Protocol. The 
family members felt that one of the Protocol’s strengths was its potential to foster 
environmentally responsible behaviour through its straightforward, action-oriented 
goals. They also indicated that one of the strengths of the Protocol was its potential to 
build a sense of cooperation and teamwork in the family homes.  
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As with supporting research question 1, lifestyle was an important influence on the 
manner with which participants took up responsibilities as negotiated with the 
Protocol. A common belief in the families was that global environmental problems 
were so great that sacrifices to lifestyle were fruitless. Participants’ scepticism 
contributed to the conclusion that governments and industry had to take a greater 
share of responsibility to care for the environment than individual citizens. Other 
participants put forward the idea that if governments wanted citizens to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner, financial incentives would be helpful. 
Participants felt that individuals would be unwilling to degrade their lifestyles even if 
it meant helping the environment.  In the words of Jack’s father, Ryan Borber, 
‘People are used to big houses’ (Personal interview 1, 15/03/09). 
4.6.3 Supporting research question 3 
How sustainable were the changes facilitated by the Protocol in the family 
environmental practices and what key forces influenced the sustainability of these 
changes?  
 
Despite enthusiasm for the concept of signing up to an agreed set of actions around 
the family home, most of the families were not able to maintain the Protocol’s goals 
over the three months of the research period. Only two of the six families reported 
that they had enjoyed success in achieving the goals of the Protocol, while the other 
four of the families, despite commencing enthusiastically, were less successful. 
Despite the Protocol’s varying levels of success, all family groups reported that goals 
set from the Consumption category were the most sustainable. Also sustained was the 
heightened level of awareness that the Protocol instilled in the participants on the 
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plight of the environment and what could be done around the family home to help the 
environment. 
 
Evidence of familial forces emerged from the final set of interviews. There is a 
relationship between parental control over the implementation of the Protocol and the 
level of success that families enjoyed in achieving the goals of the Protocol. Families 
where parents shared control of the Protocol with their son or daughter enjoyed 
greater success rates than those families where parents took control of the 
implementation of the Protocol. The reason parents gave for taking control of the 
implementation of the Protocol was that they lacked trust in the children. However, 
children from the families where parents took control of the Protocol presented a 
different perspective: they felt left out of the decision-making around the Protocol and 
felt there was little they could ‘directly affect’ (John Borber, Personal interview 4, 
15/10/09).  
 
Lifestyle emerged again as an important influence on the sustainability of the changes 
to family environmental practices. The participants struggled to reconcile living in an 
environmentally responsible manner with the need to sacrifice elements of their 
lifestyles to meet goals in the Protocol. Some of the participants failed to sustain 
change in behaviour because they felt that their sacrifices were in vain, with no major 
benefit accruing to the environment. For others, habits that were entrenched in their 
lifestyles were difficult to break, such as taking shorter showers or taking time out of 
busy schedules in order to commit to achieving the goals of the Protocol. 
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4.6.4 Implications for central research question 
In summary, data presented in Chapter 4 demonstrate that while most of the 
participants enthusiastically negotiated and signed up to the Protocol, only two of the 
six families successfully maintained their commitment to the Protocol for the duration 
of the study. Thus, the Protocol had limited effectiveness in enabling the children to 
change the behaviour of their parents and siblings. However, what stood out from the 
findings was that two of the most significant forces that influenced the participants as 
they attempted to achieve the goals of the Protocol were the parents and the 
participants’ lifestyles. Synthesis of the three supporting questions shows that the 
success with which the participants were able to achieve the goals of the Protocol was 
heavily influenced by the parents’ beliefs and actions and the tension felt by the 
participants as they endeavoured to sacrifice their lifestyles in order to achieve the 
goals of the Protocol.  
 
From a critical theory perspective these two forces are indicative of the presence of 
familial and societal hegemony. Hegemony involves the dominance of one paradigm 
or group over another, and involves the manipulation of power. This study was 
inspired by the researcher’s desire to support children to transform themselves into 
leaders in their family homes, and to better understand the power struggles that they 
might face when attempting to complete this transformation. The Protocol served as a 
tool to focus the family members’ attention on how to transform themselves into more 
environmentally responsible citizens by achieving the goals from the Protocol. In 
order to answer the central research question in terms of the purpose of this study, the 
next chapter discusses the study findings using a critical theory lens, focusing on the 
concepts of power, hegemony and transformation. Further, the discussion of the 
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findings will focus on three claims about the central research question: the Protocol 
was effective in empowering the students to commence their journeys as 
intergenerational environmental change agents; the Protocol was effective in 
providing the students with a means of negotiating with their parents on how to live in 
a more environmentally responsible manner; and finally, the Protocol was limited in 
enabling the students to lead environmental change over the three-month period of the 
study.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
5.1 Introduction 
The Protocol’s effectiveness should be judged on its ability to support the participants 
– over the life of the study – to live in an environmentally responsible manner, by 
working towards the goals from the Protocol. Using this lens to synthesise the 
findings to answer the third supporting research question demonstrated that the 
Protocol was partially effective in enabling the children to foster environmentally 
responsible behaviour in their family homes. In the early stages of the Protocol’s 
implementation the participants successfully achieved their goals, but by the end of 
the study most of them had reverted to previous patterns of behaviour.  
 
Significantly, the findings suggest the possible influence of hegemonic familial and 
societal forces on the participants’ thoughts and actions during the study. Parents, in 
particular, appeared to have a significant influence over the families’ success in 
achieving the goals of the Protocol. It is conceivable that the parents’ domination of 
the Protocol in some homes was a sign of their inability to shed traditional positions 
of power. It is also plausible that the influence of societal hegemony surfaced as 
adults grappled with the tension of balancing living in an environmentally responsible 
manner with maintaining consumerist lifestyles. Consequently, in order to answer the 
central research question, the discussion of the study findings needs a lens to 
synthesise findings from all three supporting research questions, but also to make 
sense of the familial and societal forces at play. Critical theory provides such a lens.  
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Critical theory allows a focus on the notions of power, hegemony and transformation 
(Lincoln et al., 2011). Critical theory acknowledges the profound influence of power 
and hegemony in education and society and professes the need for individuals to 
break with hegemonic chains that constrain them so that they can transform 
themselves into socially responsible and active citizens (Sarantakos, 1993). Findings 
in the current study showed the possibility of familial hegemonic forces at play as the 
children felt the Protocol wrestled from their control by the parents. Likewise, the 
study findings also showed the possibility of societal hegemonic forces at play as the 
children and their family members were challenged by the pressure to maintain 
lifestyles and standards of living while implementing the Protocol.  
 
Critical theorists assert that the family is a microcosm of the power struggles in 
western society (Bernal, 2002). Findings from the current study provide evidence that 
perhaps the hegemonic forces within the families reflected wider societal beliefs and 
norms. Discussion of these findings through a critical theory lens allows for the 
exploration of the notions of power, hegemony and transformation. In other words, 
discussion of the findings through a critical theory lens allows the effectiveness of the 
Protocol to be framed in terms of its ability to support the children to overcome 
familial and societal hegemony as they transform themselves into intergenerational 
environmental change agents.  
 
Before outlining the structure of this chapter and commencing the discussion of the 
findings it is necessary to briefly define the notions of power, hegemony and 
transformation within the context of this study. The notion of power refers to the level 
of control that each participant had over his or her decisions regarding the Protocol. In 
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this study the children were given power over the design of the Protocol and expected 
to have power over the Protocol’s implementation. Parents too had to make a decision 
about the level of power that their children could have over the implementation of the 
Protocol. Exerting power can lead to empowerment or disempowerment. 
Empowerment refers to the confidence, courage and sense of control that the students 
developed as they designed and set out to implement the Protocol, particularly if this 
was not a usual pattern in the family. Disempowerment refers to any reduction in 
confidence, courage and control that the children suffered as they attempted to 
implement the Protocol or that participants had when attempting to achieve the goals 
of the Protocol.  
 
Hegemony refers to a dominant way of thinking or acting that influenced the thoughts 
and actions of the participants. Hegemonic forces were those individuals or norms 
that dominated and influenced the participants’ actions regarding the Protocol.  
 
Finally, transformation refers to individuals setting out to change their roles, 
behaviours and paradigms. Two types of transformation were attempted in this study: 
the children attempted to change themselves into environmental leaders in their 
homes and transform family behaviours to more environmentally responsible levels 
through achieving the goals of the Protocol.  
 
The notions of power, hegemony and transformation are used in this chapter to 
discuss the data and findings from Chapter 4 with the aim of answering the central 
research question. Through the critical theory lens, the discussion will explore how 
the Protocol was effective in empowering the students by giving them confidence to 
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commence their journeys as intergenerational environmental change agents which 
involved negotiations with their family members on how to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner. The discussion will show that the Protocol was 
more effective in those families where parents shared power of the Protocol, but that 
by the end of the study, hegemonic familial and societal forces diminished the 
Protocol’s effectiveness in most of the homes. The discussion will also draw from 
literature on critical theory, environmental education research and environmental 
education policies.  
5.2 The Protocol’s design: Empowerment and means  
Negotiation and signing the Protocol empowered the participating students to 
commence their journeys as intergenerational environmental change agents. The 
Protocol provided them with a practical means of commencing negotiations with their 
parents and siblings. In particular, the Protocol’s action-oriented design allowed the 
students to visualise themselves bringing about significant environmental change in 
their homes, and provided them with a practical means of encouraging their parents 
and siblings to live in a more environmentally responsible manner.  
5.2.1 Empowerment  
The Protocol’s design empowered the students to commence their journeys towards 
becoming intergenerational environmental change agents by giving them confidence 
that they could successfully lead environmental change in their homes. Their 
confidence was derived from the fact that the Protocol enabled them to visualise 
themselves bringing about significant environmental change through negotiating and 
signing the goals of the Protocol with their parents and siblings.  
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The Protocol’s design gave the students the confidence that they could successfully 
introduce the Protocol into their family homes, despite several of them being wary of 
their parents’ influence on the effectiveness of the Protocol. For example, some of the 
students thought that their parents might find it difficult to sacrifice lifestyle 
commitments, in particular long work hours, in order to achieve the goals of the 
Protocol. Other students predicted that their parents just ‘couldn’t be bothered’ to 
commit themselves to achieving the goals of the Protocol (James Longhurst, Personal 
interview 2, 16/6/09). Despite such wariness, the students were confident that the 
Protocol would enable them continue on with their plans to become intergenerational 
environmental change agents in their homes, as the goals of the Protocol would be not 
‘too difficult’ to set and achieve (Jack Borber, Personal interview 2, 11/6/09). Indeed, 
it appeared that because the goals of the Protocol related to everyday actions, the 
students were able to cast their minds forward to when they would try to convince 
their parents and siblings to change their environmental behaviours by signing up to 
the Protocol. By deeming that it would not be too difficult to set and achieve the goals 
of the Protocol the students appeared empowered to commence the implementation 
process.  
 
By acknowledging that their parents’ paradigms and lifestyles might be a risk to their 
efficacy as environmental change agents, the students were displaying characteristics 
of the critical theory notion of action competence. Action competence means being 
competent to participate democratically in environmental issue resolution (Short, 
2010) by recognising preconceived opinions and practices (Morgensen & Schnack, 
2009). In the current study the children demonstrated aspects of action competence 
when they took account of the influence of the influence of lifestyle, work, family and 
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society, which Jensen (2002) argues is necessary in order to lead environmental 
change. The Protocol provided a means of building action competence because its 
three categories supported the students to create visions that targeted changing some 
of the lifestyle choices of their family members and the categories of the Protocol 
provided a practical framework with which to define and voice their visions. The 
Protocol gave all of the students a common language to voice their visions and focus 
on the actions that their family members could take in order to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner.  
 
Critical theorists also argue that a necessary step towards becoming action competent 
is having the understanding of the cultural contexts in which they live (Jickling & 
Spork, 1998) and fortitude to question preconceived opinions and given facts (Jensen 
& Schnack, 2006; Morgensen & Schnack, 2009). The students in this study took this 
important step toward action competence by contemplating and visualising how their 
parents would respond to the Protocol’s three categories. The students demonstrated 
an understanding of their parents’ opinions, practices and assumptions about the 
Protocol and were aware that the given facts in their homes, including their parents’ 
busy lifestyles, could jeopardise the success of the Protocol. Critical theorists also 
argue that for children to lead change in their communities, they need ‘civic courage’ 
to challenge the social hegemonic forces that may confront them (Peterson, 2003). 
The Protocol’s design appeared to give them such courage and through the confidence 
instilled, empowered them to commence their journeys towards becoming 
intergenerational environmental change agents.  
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The students also felt a sense of empowerment because they were confident that by 
achieving the goals of the Protocol they would be leading globally significant 
environmental change. All of the students approached the current research project 
humbly and with ‘a sense of being small…in a large complex world’ (Jickling, 1991, 
p. 154). The students reported that by introducing the Protocol with its action-oriented 
design into their family homes they would definitely be doing their ‘bit for the 
environment’ (Greg Minstead, Personal interview 2, 11/6/09) and ‘helping the world’ 
(Jack Borber, Personal interview 2, 11/6/09). In order to take action on behalf of the 
environment, children need to have a perception of themselves as being able to affect 
and contribute to a sustainable environmental future (Uzzell et al, 1994), and the 
action-oriented design of the Protocol gave the students the confidence that they 
would be helping to bring about a more globally sustainable world.  
 
Recognising the relationship between everyday actions and symbols and the global 
environment is an element of eco-literacy, according to Atkinson (2012). The 
Protocol’s design allowed the students in this study to make the connection between 
everyday items and symbols in their lives and protecting the environment. For 
example, all of the students recognised that bathroom taps and light switches – 
everyday symbols – represented more than their practical uses around the family 
homes. The symbols were significant in terms of environmental harm and as a means 
of helping the environment, which is what Orr (1992) describes as a sign of eco-
literacy. Most of the students envisaged that their parents and siblings would choose 
goals from the Protocol that revolved around water and energy consumption. 
Understanding how people and societies relate to natural systems defines eco-literacy 
according to Orr (1990) and the Protocol’s design allowed the students to draw 
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connections between how people impact on the natural environment through their use 
of everyday household symbols. In other words, the design of the Protocol allowed 
the students to connect tangible experiences in their family homes, such as water and 
energy use, with real problems (Orr, 1990) such as the plight of the environment. The 
Protocol allowed the students to discuss with their family members the price of their 
decisions, as they weighed up the cost to the environment of their everyday actions 
(Prakash, 1995; Roth, 1992). The Protocol’s design allowed the students to see the 
connection between simple actions and significant global change, which gave them a 
sense of empowerment.  
 
In conclusion, the Protocol was effective in empowering the students to set out on 
their journeys to become intergenerational environmental change agents because it 
gave them confidence to successfully lead significant environmental change in their 
homes. Smith (2013) points out that when children realise that their efforts have led to 
environmental improvements in their local setting they develop a sense of their own 
capacity as change agents. The Protocol’s action-oriented goals enabled them to 
visualise themselves bringing about environmental improvements and therefore 
capable of being intergenerational environmental change agents. Significantly, 
however, the findings from this study showed that the students developed a sense of 
themselves as environmental change agents prior to implementing the Protocol or 
actually seeing any environmental improvements in their homes.  
5.2.2 Means 
While the Protocol empowered the students to commence their journeys as 
environmental change agents, it also provided them with a means of transforming 
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their visions of leading environmental change into reality. The findings showed that 
the Protocol acted as a conduit through which the students could commence 
negotiations with their parents and family members on how to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner in their homes. The negotiations were made 
possible because the parents found the Protocol appealing, and therefore were willing 
to implement it in their homes.  
 
An important reason for the Protocol’s success was that it served as an effective 
conduit between the students and their parents. The Protocol provided a means for the 
students to take the next step towards becoming environmental change agents after the 
initial collaborative negotiations with their family members on how they could live in 
a more environmentally responsible manner. The notion of schools designing 
environmental education programs that foster collaboration between students and 
their parents and other adults is not uncommon. Barratt Hacking et al. (2013) claim 
that more teachers are adopting pedagogies that allow children to share in decision-
making with adults. For example, schools have used shared homework tasks in order 
to link the students with their parents (Ballantyne et al., 2001b; Duvall & Zint, 2007), 
including such initiatives as co-designing environmental books (Stuhmcke, 2012). 
Similar to homework tasks and environmental books, the Protocol provided a means 
for the students to discuss environmental issues with their family members and share 
in decision-making processes with their parents. Shier (2001) argues that shared 
decision-making between children and adults should be highly valued by educators, 
because it can empower the children. However, the Protocol also provided a means 
for making practical plans to take action on behalf of the environment in their homes. 
Thus, the Protocol was effective in providing the students with a means of 
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transforming their hopes of becoming environmental change agents from vision to 
reality because it provided them with practical ‘opportunities to be actively involved 
at all levels in working towards the resolution of environmental problems’ (Greenhall, 
1980, p. 39) ‘All levels’ implies that students are actively involved in leading change 
not just in their schools, but also beyond, and the Protocol provided a means for the 
students to transfer their environmental visions from beyond Chevalier College into 
their family homes. It can also be argued that the Protocol supported the students to 
display a sense of autonomy (Smith, 2007) to achieve what the Australian Curriculum 
Authority sees as a key general capability: the ability to initiate communal activities 
(ACARA, 2014). The Protocol thus served as an environmental education tool that 
supported the students to initiate collaborative discussions with their parents and 
siblings on how the family could live in a more environmentally responsible manner. 
  
The Protocol provided the students with a means of transforming their visions for 
becoming intergenerational environmental change agents into reality. The parents 
were attracted to the Protocol because it contained a practical design and it 
represented a worthwhile purpose. However, the parents also liked the Protocol 
because it symbolised a positive change in their children’s attitudes, which is 
significant, as this attitude exposed the presence of familial hegemonic forces in some 
of the homes. The parents found the Protocol appealing because they felt that its 
action-oriented goals were achievable and worthwhile and their children created it. 
The children were able to commence negotiations with their family members on how 
to live in a more environmentally responsible manner because their parents believed 
that signing up to simple actions around their homes would be straightforward, 
achievable and highly worthwhile. Jack Borber’s mother Christine epitomised the 
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feelings of the parents when she commented that the Protocol’s structure would 
provide an easy and effective way to take action on behalf of the environment. As a 
result, she was motivated to negotiate and sign up to the Protocol.  
 
Participating in dialogue with adults should be encouraged according to Friere (2003), 
because children are traditionally voiceless (Giroux, 2003) and taught in systems 
rooted in the belief that education is a staged process (Lansdown, 2005) in which 
students are led from incompetence to competence by adults (Barratt Hacking et al., 
2013). The Protocol’s action-oriented goals gave the students a voice in critical 
dialogue with their parents because it gave the students a starting point to commence 
conversations specifically about the plight of the environment and how they could 
help the environment in their homes. The three categories of goals in the Protocol 
provided clear parameters for the conversations, thus serving as boundaries that 
helped the participants to focus on straightforward actions. It was the simplicity of the 
Protocol’s design that opened the door to these discussions, providing the children 
with a means of transforming their visions for environmental change into reality.  
 
The Protocol was a symbol to the parents that their children were attempting to do 
something highly worthwhile. Parents like Greg Minstead’s father Ross 
enthusiastically embraced the Protocol because it had been designed and introduced 
by his son. Ross believed that if his son, Greg wanted to lead environmental change in 
their home then he – Ross – would ‘have to follow’ (Personal interview 3, 30/6/09). 
He was a self-described dinosaur and reluctant to change his behaviours. However, he 
acknowledged that if Greg wanted his family members to alter their behaviour 
through the implementation of the Protocol then he would support his son’s wishes. 
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Quite simply, parents were keen to negotiate and sign up to the Protocol because it 
meant supporting their children to do the ‘right thing’ (June, Harvey, Personal 
interview 3, 3/6/09) for the environment. Global and local agencies had long called 
for citizens to be taught about the plight of the environment and provided with the 
motivation and skills to do something about environmental problems (CDC, 1977; 
Pavlova, 2013; Selby, 2006; UNESCO-UNEP, 1987; Wheeler, 1977). Once again the 
parents’ positive response to the Protocol opened the doors to commencing 
negotiations and subsequently signing the Protocol and provided the students with a 
means of transforming their visions to lead environmental change into reality.  
 
In summary, one of the goals of this study was to offer children an opportunity to 
transform themselves into environmental leaders and to see if the Protocol provided 
such opportunities. The Protocol provided participating students with a means of 
engaging their family members in discussions on how to live more sustainably in their 
homes. Notably, parents emerged as an influential familial force. Their initial positive 
response to the Protocol appeared to pave the way for seamless introduction of the 
Protocol into their homes. However, the effectiveness of the Protocol for enabling the 
children to change their family members’ behaviour over a three-month period was 
more limited. The next section takes a closer look at the changes that the Protocol 
facilitated in the participants’ behaviour and the forces that influenced their attitudes 
and actions. 
5.3 Familial and societal hegemony 
Data gathered during the final phase of interviews demonstrated that despite the initial 
optimism that the Protocol would support the families to live in a more 
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environmentally responsible manner, by the end of the study the participants’ desire 
to accomplish the goals of the Protocol had been largely overwhelmed by familial and 
societal hegemonic forces. Parents who were unwilling to relinquish control of the 
Protocol to their children exemplified the influence of familial hegemony. Meanwhile, 
the influence of societal hegemony was illustrated when participants in most of the 
homes struggled to balance making sacrifices for the environment with maintaining 
their lifestyles. These findings are significant in terms of the central research question 
because they show that the Protocol had limited capacity to enable children to 
overcome familial and societal hegemonic forces. However, in the two families were 
parents were willing to share decision-making power with their children, the children 
were more likely to transform themselves into environmental change agents. The 
following sections explore how familial and societal hegemonic forces limited the 
Protocol’s effectiveness and how collaboration between parents and children enabled 
some children to experience leadership in family decision-making and subsequent 
success as intergenerational environmental change agents.  
5.3.1 Parental control: Familial hegemony  
The children’s ability to use the Protocol to lead environmental change was limited by 
familial hegemony. This hegemonic force was apparent in the children’s homes and 
was driven by the children’s parents. The clearest example of hegemony is when 
adults seemed unable to allow children to have control of the Protocol, despite 
originally signalling that they were happy for their children to lead implementation of 
the Protocol. Such forces and tension were also likely felt earlier in the study, for 
example, when parents prevented their children from participating during the 
volunteering phase of the study. Of course, this was not explored in the research 
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except by way of anecdote in the field notes for this study. Giroux (2003) argues that 
families function as sites for social and cultural reproduction, and in the current study 
could very likely reflect wider social norms. There were also indications that the 
parents had significant control over family decisions and the decisions were based on 
lifestyle commitments. For example, despite the altruistic reasons given by one of the 
students for wanting to participate in the project – ‘It’s for our kids’ – his parents were 
not interested in participating because their lifestyles were too full to fit in other 
commitments (Field notes, 15/05/12).  
 
The Protocol as a tool in this critical case study theoretically provides the children 
with an opportunity to act as a source of resistance against familial and societal norms 
(Morres & Torres, 1995) by leading their family members to change some of their 
behavioural norms. Yet, it could be argued that those children who were not given 
parental permission to even join the study were victims of their parents’ inability to 
resist societal norms. Atkinson (2012) argues that homes are dominated by familial 
hegemony, and the volunteering phase of this study seems to have provided a glimpse 
into the negative influence of parents and familial hegemony on children’s ability to 
introduce behavioural change or take on roles of environmental leaders.  
 
Signs of familial hegemony were also apparent in the homes of the participating 
students. While the participating parents were keen to support the introduction of the 
Protocol because it symbolised their children’s desire to help the environment, some 
were surprised by their children’s altruism. Indeed some of these parents indicated 
that their children’s involvement in this study was a sign that their children were not 
as self-centred or ‘off track’ as they had previously thought (Betty Johnstone, 
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Personal interview 1, 4/6/09). There appeared to be an assumption on the part of some 
parents that their children were innately self-absorbed and therefore participation in 
the study would mean a significant change in their children’s traditional roles or 
positions in the family homes.  
 
Even in families where the children displayed an understanding of the complexity of 
balancing their families’ social and environmental needs, parents still had a negative 
view of their motivations. For example, Richard Harvey showed at the beginning of 
this study that he was aware of the possible negative impact of his parents’ busy 
schedules on their ability to achieve the goals of the Protocol. Yet, Richard’s mother 
June perceived that Richard was not particularly interested in doing something to help 
the environment and that she was always left ‘pushing the barrel’ when it came to 
motivating the family members to act in an environmentally responsible manner 
(Personal interview 1, 3/6/09). This tension between perspectives suggests the value 
in challenging the assumptions taken for granted in the dominant culture. Gruenewald 
(2003) argues that students should be encouraged to do just that. Further, it can be 
argued that by participating in this study, the children were challenging the 
assumptions of the dominant entities in their homes, namely their parents, and that 
their parents’ assumptions about them were not only a sign of family hegemony, but 
also a potential risk to their efficacy as environmental change agents.  
  
Signs of familial hegemony rose again during the negotiation and implementation 
phases of the study, and some parents, through their reluctance to share control of the 
Protocol with their children, signalled this hegemony. Significantly, when parents 
dominated the Protocol, it appeared to be less effective for enabling children to 
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become intergenerational environmental change agents in their homes. When parents 
did not trust their children to manage the process, the parents acted as gatekeepers of 
familial culture (Cawsey, 2009). Whether these parents felt that their children did not 
see leading the Protocol as a priority (Betty, personal interview, 13/11/09), or that 
their children were incapable of thinking for themselves (Christine, personal interview 
1, 7/6/09), the parents exerted their power and took control of the Protocol’s 
negotiation and implementation phases. This display of power was a sign of 
hegemony because the parental view prevailed, leaving the children as followers 
rather than leaders.  
 
By way of contrast, Baraldi (2010) argues that while children have what it takes to 
contribute to decision-making to improve the most unsatisfactory conditions of their 
everyday lives, a lack of trust from parents hinders their ability to be political actors. 
All of the children who commenced this project did so with the intention of 
introducing the Protocol as a means of helping the environment and doing something 
positive for all of their family members, yet adult scepticism served as a hegemonic 
force that four of the six children could not overcome. Baraldi (2010) further reports 
that many adults show scepticism about their children’s ability to consult with adults 
and plan projects even when adolescent children show themselves as autonomous 
social actors who are able to participate in negotiation, decision-making and planning. 
All of the students in the current study showed their ability to be environmental actors 
by implementing the Protocol and bringing about some environmental change in their 
family homes. Every family achieved goals of the Protocol in the early stages of the 
study. However, in four out of the six families where children lost leadership of the 
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Protocol their families achieved fewer goals on the Protocol, as compared to families 
where children shared leadership throughout the project.  
 
Parents may also have struggled to allow their children to control the Protocol 
because they felt that they were the traditional decision-makers in their families and 
deserved to continue in these roles. This inability to share power of the Protocol with 
their children was a sign of familial hegemony and seemed to contribute to 
diminished effectiveness of the Protocol for enabling the children to become 
intergenerational environmental change agents. In the Borber household, the children 
were given no choice, and resented their lack of choice in the matter. John Borber 
said, ‘For us kids…It’s basically my parents telling me to do that’ (Personal interview 
3, 17/6/09). Whether or not the children played any part in the decision to allow their 
parents to control the Protocol, most families succumbed to traditional hegemonic 
models of power as the parents took charge of the Protocol.  
 
According to Arnstein (1969) and McLaren (2003b), children are bombarded by 
hegemonic forces and manipulated by power. Familial hegemony is a symptom of this 
power. In the current study there is evidence that some of the students felt 
manipulated by their parents. For example, John Borber was exasperated that his 
mother took control of the Protocol from the children in his family. He exclaimed, 
‘it’s as much my house as it is any one else’s. I should help take care of the 
environment’ (Personal interview 3, 17/6/09). Zhao (2011) argues that children living 
in the West have their voices denied and their agency stifled by adults, and it appeared 
that this was the case in the Borber home. Jans (2004) holds a similar point of view, 
children’s agency will be stifled as long as adults hold over-protective control over 
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them. For example, John recognised not only that he had a responsibility to care for 
the environment but that to make small changes in behaviour around the home could 
have global environmental significance. He was willing to take action on behalf of the 
environment through the use of the Protocol, but felt that his parents were holding 
him back from doing this.  
 
In summary, this study has shown that some parents exerted a powerful familial 
hegemonic force in their homes, as evidenced by their domination the Protocol. The 
parents’ lack of trust in their children and their belief that as adults they had a rightful 
claim to be the primary decision-makers in their homes led to children being 
subjugated as followers in implementing the Protocol. Further, in those homes where 
parental hegemony suppressed the children’s leadership, the participants were 
challenged to sustain the initial changes brought about through negotiating the goals 
of the Protocol.  
5.3.2 Transformation through power sharing 
Given that one of the aims of this study was to provide the students with an 
opportunity to transform themselves into environmental change agents, the parents in 
the Minstead and Whoknowswhere families demonstrated the essential role that 
parents play in facilitating their children’s transformation. The degree and nature of 
the influence that children wield in their homes varies greatly according to the culture 
of the particular families (Hart, 1992). The children from the Minstead and 
Whoknowswhere families, Greg and Tom, were encouraged by their parents to lead or 
share in the management of the Protocol. This collaborative gesture by the adults 
appeared to coincide with good results with the Protocol, and supports the theory that 
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adults need to participate with children in order for the children to become 
autonomous, agents of change, capable of making decisions about important social 
issues (Reesa, 2009; Zhao, 2011). The parents supported Greg Minstead, Tom and 
Audrey Whoknowswho during the negotiation and implementation of the Protocol, 
and through their support, the children concluded that achieving the goals of the 
Protocol was ‘not that hard to do’ (Audrey Whoknowswhere, Personal interview 4, 
18/10/09). Parental support made the children feel that they were capable of making 
decisions about important social issues such as protecting the environment. This 
parental support is key and as demonstrated in research by Andersen (2014), child 
participants were adamant that without adult support they would not have been able to 
lead environmental change in their secondary schools. Despite different settings, these 
children were seeking to transform themselves into environmental change agents and 
a common ingredient for their success was support from adults.  
 
By willingly sharing power over the Protocol through democratic processes within the 
family, parents enhanced the effectiveness of the Protocol for enabling the children in 
to become environmental change agents. According to Uzzell (1994), if children are 
to succeed as environmental agents of change, their parents need to share 
responsibility for caring for the environment with them. In the Whoknowswhere 
household, Clarke and Ellen encouraged their children, Tom and Audrey, to share 
leadership of the Protocol’s negotiation and implementation. Tom’s parents expected 
Tom and Audrey to conduct research into ways that the family could live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner, and in so doing allowed them to investigate 
‘given facts’ about the environment (Morgensen & Schnack, 2009, p. 63). The 
environmental facts that Tom and Audrey found through their research were part of 
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the negotiation and follow-up meetings, and contributed to the family’s decisions on 
the Protocol’s goals, including how they could best achieve the goals. When children 
conduct research, according to Tomanovic (2004), they are able to learn more about 
their environment and their community and negotiate different interactional contexts. 
Tom and Audrey brought their research findings to the family negotiations around the 
Protocol. Their research was thus a means of interacting with their parents regarding 
family decisions. Armed with their research-derived environmental information Tom 
and Audrey discussed family decisions with their parents. In a way, the children held 
similar power with their parents and did not need to rely on their parents for 
leadership. The Whoknowswhere family participated as a team in this project, which 
suggests that this family worked democratically; consistent with Short (2010) who 
argued that participation in family teams enabled democratic resolution of 
environmental issues.   
 
In summary, the experiences of the Minstead and Whoknowswhere families reinforce 
the call by Fleischer (2011) to allow children to reinhabit their places along with their 
family members, thus improving the social and ecological life of their homes. This 
project provided an opportunity for Tom, Audrey and Greg to reinhabit their homes 
by adopting decision-making roles within their families. By sharing their 
environmental knowledge with their parents these three children improved the social 
and ecological life of their family domains. Further, the adults in these families played  
an important role in the fulfilment of their children’s aspirations to become 
environmental leaders in the family homes. Children who have the courage to 
visualise themselves as environmental change agents seem to be more effective if 
their parents are able to adopt a power-sharing stance with them. These findings 
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highlight that for children to transform themselves into environmental leaders, adults 
need to put aside their hegemonic status in order to allow the children to experience 
leadership and feel what it is like to have power over family environmental decisions. 
5.3.3 Lifestyle: Societal hegemony  
While familial hegemony appeared to negatively the Protocol’s effectiveness in most 
families, evidence from the study suggests that wider hegemonic societal forces also 
negatively influenced the Protocol’s effectiveness for enabling the students to become 
intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes. Many 
participants were heavily influenced by the societal view that sacrificing lifestyles for 
the sake of the environment was a waste of time, while others held the perception that 
they were powerless to make a difference through changes in behaviour around the 
family home in light of the of the enormous environmental crisis facing the world. 
Further, by the end of the study the participants’ scepticism and sense of 
powerlessness had diminished their commitment to the goals negotiated in the 
Protocol.  
 
The participants’ struggles to adhere to the Protocol’s goals appeared to be caused by 
a hegemonic societal paradigm that places the maintenance of personal lifestyle above 
protection of the environment. Watson (1997) calls this hegemonic societal force the 
‘mega-machine’ and insists that individuals live under the spike wheels of this 
machine. Morrow and Torres (1995), Horkeimer (1982) and Kollmuss and Agyeman 
(2002) hold a similar view, claiming that families are bombarded by a strong tide of 
influence that propels them towards less sustainable practices. There is evidence in 
the current study that one of the key tides of influence propelling participants toward 
 235 
less sustainable practices was the compulsion to maintain long-held standards of 
living and lifestyles despite the consequences of such lifestyle choices for the 
environment. For example, all of the families reported that they were able to achieve 
simple changes in their environmental behaviour, such as switching off lights as they 
left the room or shortening their showers. However, they all found it difficult to alter 
their behaviour if it impacted negatively on their lifestyles, particularly changes that 
involved significant financial commitment. Despite the participants’ sense of 
obligation to care for the environment, their desire to maintain their lifestyle swayed 
or manipulated the level of motivation for making sacrifices to their standard of living 
through achieving the goals of the Protocol. Jack Borber’s father, Ryan expressed the 
dilemma facing people living in Western society as they contemplate sacrificing long-
held standards of living for the sake of the environment when he quipped, ‘it’s very 
hard to reduce back from a 40 square house with all the mod cons to a mud brick 
house with a wooden floor (Personal interview 3, 11/6/09). Notwithstanding Ryan’s 
exaggerated imagery of the mud brick house, his words represent the feelings of 
several of the participants in this study as they grappled with the tension of reducing 
their quality of life in order to achieve the goals of the Protocol.  
 
On the whole, the participants in this study embodied Giroux’ (2003) claim that 
families function as sites of social and cultural reproduction, as they echoed the 
socially constructed view that maintenance of a high quality of life is important, even 
if it means acting in a manner that is less environmentally responsible than desired. 
The findings from this study are similar to those in a study conducted by Zeyer and 
Kelsey (2013), in which the participants reported that attempting to engage in 
environmentally friendly behavior was a waste of time because their lifestyles were so 
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consumption-orientated and consumerism was a natural part of their life-worlds. 
While the participants in the current project did not go as far as to state that the 
actions that they were taking to achieve the goals of the Protocol were a complete 
waste of time, they reported that their consumer-driven life worlds were an 
impediment to living in a more environmentally responsible manner. Like the 
participants from a study conducted by Prabawa-Sear and Baudains (2011), the 
participants in the current study were aware of the negative impact of social trends on 
their ability to achieve the goals of the Protocol but were unable to overcome the 
influence of these trends. The study conducted by Prabawa-Sear and Baudains with 
Year 11 and 12 students in Western Australia reported that the pressure to maintain 
socially acceptable levels of consumption hindered their ability to live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner. This finding is consistent with the current study. 
The pressure to sustain consumerist lifestyles is a hegemonic societal force and 
significantly, in most of the families participating in the current study, the Protocol 
was unable to support the participants to overcome the influence of this social 
hegemonic societal force.  
 
Another feature of the social hegemonic pressure to maintain a consumerist lifestyle 
was the strongly held belief that sacrificing time to help the environment should not 
come at the expense of time required to maintain ones lifestyle. Kollmuss and 
Agyeman (2002) claim that economic factors certainly influence pro-environmental 
behaviour. Most adults in this study were reluctant to give a large amount of time to 
achieving the goals of the Protocol because they were already contributing a large 
amount of time to maintaining their lifestyles. Duvall and Zint (2007) contend that 
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adults feel that they have a lack of time to commit fully to sustainability projects, due 
to work and other duties.  
 
While the adult participants in this project talked about how little time that they had to 
bring the goals of the Protocol to fruition, it was work commitments that took up most 
of their time. This ‘job absorption’ is epitomised by Richard Harvey. While Richard 
was enthusiastic about the Protocol, he displayed the most pessimism of all of the 
participating students about the chances of bringing about behaviour change among 
his family members. Richard’s father Tim spent many hours a week away from the 
family due to work commitments, meaning that the family rarely sat together for a 
meal. At the completion of the project Richard, Tim and June reported that they had 
failed to adhere to the goals of their Protocol and the two main reasons given were the 
onset of depression in Richard and time constraints brought about by a busy lifestyle. 
It is obvious, particularly from the words of Richard’s mother June that Richard’s 
diagnosis had a profound and negative impact on the efficacy of the family in 
achieving the goals of the Protocol. However, Tim’s job absorption was also 
significant on the ability of the family to live more sustainably. His desire to maintain 
an important managerial role obviously dominated his life, leaving very little time to 
support his son’s venture. Even as early as the negotiation and signing phase of the 
Protocol, it was reported that Tim, who was tired from a long day at work, fell asleep, 
lying on the lounge, while the family group met to decide on their goals. The family 
also struggled to find the time to meet as a group for follow-up meetings for the entire 
three-month period. The phenomenon of heavy work commitments, particularly for 
many fathers, was present in several families and placing work at top priority came at 
some cost to the family’s efficacy in achieving the goals of the Protocol.  
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The inability of some of the families to balance work commitment and commitment to 
the Protocol is evidence of the dilemma facing parents as they seek to balance what 
Au and Apple (2007) describe as the interrelated opposites at play in any single 
process. The decision of how much sacrifice that parents can make around work 
commitments in order to support family-based initiatives runs counter to the dominant 
western rationalistic paradigm that purports that life decisions are part of a linear 
process, devoid of dichotomy (Au & Apple, 2007). Balancing work and 
environmental commitments was apparent as a dichotomy in the current study. 
Further, while work clearly nurtured the self-esteem of the adults and encompassed a 
huge part of their lives, it also came at a cost to their ability to support their own 
children’s environmental visions and hopes. 
  
In summary, the unwillingness of participants to sacrifice their lifestyles was a 
contributing factor to the Protocol’s limited effectiveness for enabling the children to 
become intergenerational environmental change agents. Although most of the families 
set goals from the Protocol that were confined to making changes in and around their 
homes, societal forces in the form of societal norms appeared to influence the actions 
of the participants. These norms were hegemonic because the individuals seemed 
compelled to almost unwittingly follow them, and arguably these forces drove the 
adults’ thoughts and actions. For some of the adults, working hard to maintain and 
protect their lifestyles was an unexamined reality of life. Furthermore, the adults at 
times appeared to be immobilised by the hegemonic view that changing their 
behaviours in order to help the environment was not a valid reason for sacrificing 
busy, prosperous lifestyles. These participants assumed that prosperous lifestyles 
required large time and financial commitments, seemingly unwilling to sacrifice 
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either of these for the sake of enacting the Protocol. Therefore, ultimately, the 
Protocol was limited in terms of its ability to support the children to challenge the 
adult-driven, hegemonic societal views that persisted in the family homes. 
5.3.4 Powerlessness: Societal hegemony 
Familial and societal forces impacted on children’s efficacy as intergenerational 
environmental change agents. Another influential societal hegemonic force that 
emerged in the findings was a feeling of powerlessness to significantly help the 
environment. The inclination by participants to preserve their lifestyles at the cost of 
protecting the environment appeared to come about through the perpetuation of 
hegemonic societal norms. However, some of the sense of powerlessness displayed by 
the participants can be attributed to the influence of the media, with a dominant view 
emerging that the environmental problems facing humankind are too great too 
mitigate without a global, united, governmental response. The feeling of 
powerlessness also appeared to be compounded by a sense of detachment from the 
environmental problems, particularly ones outside their personal experience.  
 
Many participating students used the Protocol to take up the challenge of leading 
environmental change in their homes, many were unable to overcome the sense of 
powerlessness felt by their parents about making a meaningful difference even if they 
achieve the goals of the Protocol. Overwhelmingly, despite feeling personally 
responsible for caring for the environment, adult participants felt that governments 
and industries should take the lead on dealing with environmental issues. Kollmuss 
and Agyeman (2002) argue that individuals have an external locus of control and feel 
that environmental change can only be brought about by powerful others, such as 
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governments. The words of Ross Minstead (personal interview 3, 4/6/09) in response 
to whether he felt personally responsible for helping the environment, capture the 
essence of this claim: ‘Not really. I’m a bit,,,it’s like the Government and the US 
burning the Bejusus out of everything. Our little footprint is not going to make any 
difference at all. Until they do something…’. Ross’ comments exemplify the sense of 
powerlessness felt by some of the participants as they contemplated the effectiveness 
of individual actions around their homes. Some of the adults implied that unless more 
powerful groups such as governments and industries joined the fight to help the 
environment, their individual efforts to achieve the goals of the Protocol would be a 
waste of time. Like most of the participants in the current study, Ross’ viewpoint on 
the plight of the environment was generated through the media.  
 
If public understanding of ecological principles and subsequent decision-making is 
based in media reports, as suggested by Balgopal and Wallace (2009), the complexity 
may be lost as reports typically focus on one perspective. Indeed, Jickling (1991) 
contends that expecting students to solve environmental problems without proper 
regard for their infinite complexities is setting the students up for potential failure. In 
the current study, many participating adults reported that they had received most of 
their information on the plight of the environment through the media and their 
perceptions seem dominated by the view that individuals alone can not solve global 
environmental problems. Quite simply, these adults felt that they were too 
insignificant to make any consequential impact on global environmental problems.  
Consistent with Bauman (2002), individuals in the current study felt powerless to 
identify and comprehend the roots of the wrongdoings, such as the destruction of the 
environment. While participating individuals may have understood the roots of the 
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environmental problems facing them, and their responsibility for doing something to 
help the environment, many of them still indicated that they felt a lack of power to 
bring about meaningful change. It can argued that the participants’ feeling of 
powerlessness, generated by the media, was another example of societal hegemony 
(Giroux, 2003). Like the compulsion to maintain consumerist lifestyles at a significant 
cost to the environment, participants in the current study appeared to be swayed by a 
societal belief that environmental problems were beyond individual action. 
 
Feeling powerless can lead to a loss of motivation, which was experienced by 
participants in the current study. The experience of participants in the current study is 
similar to those in a study conducted by Prabawa-Sear and Baudains (2011). A group 
of secondary students reported that they lost motivation for completing school-based 
environmental activities that they had planned because they felt that they were acting 
in isolation from other members of their year groups. In exasperation, one of the 
students exclaimed, ‘you’re busting your guts and no one else is doing it’ (Prabawa-
Sear & Baudains, 2011, p. 225). What stands out from this study, and echoed in the 
current study, was how important it was for the participants to feel that they were 
making a difference for a greater environmental cause and that they were part of a 
greater coalition in fighting for the environment.  
 
A sense of powerlessness was compounded by a feeling of detachment from the 
environmental problems highlighted in the media. This sense of powerlessness 
negatively impacted participants’ adherence to the goals of the Protocol and further 
limited the effectiveness of the Protocol in enabling the children to become 
intergenerational environmental change agents. Ballantyne et al. (2001) contend that 
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people are inclined to do more to help the environment if they actually witness the 
problem first-hand. Participants in the current study felt that one of the factors 
hindering their motivation to do more for the environment was that the physical 
evidence of environmental degradation was something beyond their everyday lived 
experiences. When Jack Borber’s father Ryan spoke about some of the challenges that 
he faced while trying to achieve the goals of the Protocol, he said, ‘It’s not a lack of 
commitment. But it’s to see an end result at the end of it. You see very little difference 
in the way we perform. We don’t see any less carbon at the end of it’ (Personal 
interview 4, 15/10/09). Ryan’s inability to account for the impact of his actions on 
carbon emissions is profound because it represents the detachment that individuals 
feel from problems of environmental degradation. In Ryan’s case, his detachment 
from the environmental problem had a de-motivating effect on his commitment to the 
Protocol.  
  
In summary, adults in particular in the current study felt dwarfed by the magnitude of 
the environmental problems facing them and found it difficult to maintain their 
commitment to the goals of the Protocol because they were unable to see direct 
benefit to the environment as a result of their actions. The powerlessness displayed by 
the participants appeared to be a further by-product of media-driven societal 
hegemonic forces that propagate the notion that global environmental problems can 
only be solved at a governmental and industry level. In short, it appeared that the 
participants lacked a sense of efficacy or power to make a difference to the 
environment, which negatively affected their adherence to the Protocol’s goals, and 
subsequently, the effectiveness of the Protocol for enabling the students to be 
intergenerational environmental change agents. 
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5.4 Summary 
The central research question for the current study was:  
 
How effective is a shared Protocol for enabling children to become intergenerational 
environmental change agents, fostering environmentally responsible behaviour in the 
family home? 
 
The chapter makes three claims in addressing the central research question. 
 
The first claim is that the Protocol was highly effective in empowering the students to 
commence their journeys as intergenerational environmental change agents. The 
action-oriented design empowered the students by giving them confidence to 
undertake roles as environmental change agents in their homes. There was some 
wariness of the possible negative reaction of their parents to the concept of the 
Protocol, centring on their parents’ busy lifestyles. However, the Protocol’s design 
gave the students courage to face their wariness and embark on their journeys as 
environmental change agents.  
 
The second claim is that the Protocol was highly effective in providing the students 
with a means of convincing their parents and siblings to negotiate and sign up to goals 
designed to bring about more sustainable behaviour in the family home. The parents 
supported the Protocol because it represented their children’s desire to take action on 
behalf of the environment. The parents were pleased that their children had shown an 
interest in the important issue of environmental activism. Further, the parents were 
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impressed by the simplicity and practicality of the Protocol’s goals and felt that the 
goals were both worthwhile and achievable.    
 
The final claim is that despite the effectiveness of the Protocol in empowering the 
students to commence their journeys and providing them with a means of establishing 
the Protocol in their homes, it was limited in its effectiveness for enabling the students 
to be intergenerational environmental change agents over the three-month period of 
the study. The limitations took several forms: overwhelming parental control of the 
Protocol; participants’ inability to sacrifice lifestyles for the sake of the environment; 
and, the perception by participants that as individuals they were powerless to make a 
significant difference to global environmental issues through actions around their 
family homes. However, there were two families where the Protocol was effective for 
enabling the children to become intergenerational environmental change agents. In 
these families the parents shared power and control for the Protocol with their 
children.  
 
Thus, the Protocol was effective in empowering the students to take up the challenge 
of transforming themselves into environmental leaders, and provided them with a 
means of developing their action competence and ecological literacy. However, 
within their homes, familial and societal forces overwhelmed many of the students 
and the Protocol was largely ineffective to help them overcome these forces. All of 
the families were influenced by hegemonic societal forces that pushed the notion that 
maintaining lifestyle was more important than making sacrifices for the sake of the 
environment. Further, because of limited impact of individual actions, governments 
and industries have more significant roles to play in dealing with global 
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environmental problems. Familial hegemonic forces in most of the participating 
families negatively influenced the effectiveness of the Protocol. In those homes, 
parents wrestled control over the Protocol from their children.  
 
The answers to the central research question have implications for school-based 
environmental educators. The following chapter describes those implications and 
recommendations and concludes the study. 
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Chapter 6: Implications, recommendations and 
conclusions 
6.1 Introduction 
The answers to the central research question point to the potential of environmental 
education tools to enable children to transform themselves into environmental leaders 
and change agents. When implemented and utilised collaboratively the Protocol 
effectively enabled children to become intergenerational environmental change 
agents. However, the Protocol’s shortfalls highlight the influence of familial and 
societal hegemonic forces on the children’s efficacy as intergenerational 
environmental change agents. The findings have implications for school-based 
environmental educators. Those implications and recommendations will be described 
in this chapter, along with the limitations of the current study, questions for future 
research and the conclusions of this study.  
6.2 School-based environmental education programs 
A key implication arising from the findings of the current study is that school-based 
EEPs can provide students with opportunities to lead environmental change in their 
family homes. Educational tools such as the Protocol can be highly effective in 
supporting the EEP’s goals. However, if school-based EEPs are to utilise tools such as 
the Protocol there must be appropriate preparation and support for the students in 
order to maximise the potential of such tools.  
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6.2.1 Implications 
Tools such as the Protocol can support school-based EEPs because they provide a 
practical means by which teachers and students can collaborate to discuss and plan the 
types of actions that the students would like to take when leading environmental 
change in their homes.  
 
In the current study the researcher and students met for Protocol design workshops 
and during those meetings the students were able to advance their ideas about the 
design of the Protocol and how it could be used in their homes. Such conversations 
between teachers and students are important because they allowed the teacher to 
support the students to create visions for bringing about change in their homes and 
importantly, take ownership of how to achieve those visions. Taking ownership of 
creating visions for change can be more appealing if teachers allow students to 
identify and research environmental problems that interest them (Jickling, 1991). Key 
scholars in school-based EEPs suggest that empowering students to take ownership of 
environmental decisions is imperative (Skamp, 2001; Green, 2008; Gaylie, 2009) and 
tools such as the Protocol can support student empowerment because the students 
have a voice in the design and implementation of the tool.  
 
The process of collaborating with teachers to design the tool can lead to discussions 
with the teachers around how such a tool should be implemented in the students’ 
homes and the types of challenges that the students might face in their homes when 
trying to implement the tool. The students in the current study foreshadowed the types 
of challenges that they would face in trying to implement the Protocol in their family 
homes, such as lack of interest by their family members and their parents’ busy 
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lifestyles. Such conversations between students and teachers in school-based EEPs 
could allow the teachers to decide on the types of support that they could provide the 
students in order to overcome the challenges (Breiting & Wkckenberg, 2010) that the 
students may encounter. Suggestions for support that teachers can give students are 
explored in section 6.2.2.  
 
Tools such as the Protocol could also provide school-based EEPs with a practical way 
of enabling students to build collaborative partnerships with their family members in 
their homes. Tarrant and Thiele (2016) declare that pedagogy grounded in experiential 
development of skills around critical thinking and systems thinking will support 
children to lead environmental change. In the current study the Protocol brought the 
family members together to critically discuss ways that they could live in a more 
environmentally responsible manner within the complex systems that frame the 
family home. Thus school-based EEPs that support students to lead change in their 
family homes could use tools such as the Protocol. Such tools are starting points for 
students to commence discussions with their family members on the types of changes 
that could be made in their homes. The Protocol helped focus the discussions between 
family members putting the students in a leadership role rather than being solely 
responsible for inspiring change. For example, if a student wishes his family members 
to live in a more environmentally responsible manner, the tool that he or she designed 
in the school-based EEP would dictate the types of actions that can be taken by the 
family members. The student’s vision is both embodied in and actualised through the 
tool. In other words, the tool becomes the means for the student to push for behaviour 
change in the home. 
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6.2.2 Recommendations 
School-based EEPs can offer support for students to become environmental change 
agents in their family homes. However, to do so, they need to provide the students 
with appropriate support during the implementation phases of the tool. The current 
study showed that when students are given the opportunity to voice their opinions on 
the types of actions that families can take to help the environment, students can use 
the highly practical tool to help them inspire these actions in their homes. Several 
recommendations to support students follow: provide the students with knowledge 
and skills required to implement the tool in their homes; liaise with parents so that 
they are aware of the responsibilities associated with implementation; and offer on- 
going support for the students during the implementation phase. 
 
School-based EEPs should provide students with appropriate knowledge and skills 
prior to taking home tools such as the Protocol to introduce to their family members. 
It is recommended that the knowledge that students acquire is transformative and 
enlightening (Au & Apple, 2007; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Giroux, 2003; McLaren, 
2003a; 1995; Morgensen & Schnack, 2009). For example, creating lessons that allow 
the students to investigate and better understand the complexity of the environmental 
problems facing them at a global level and how to take appropriate action to combat 
these problems (ACARA, 2014; DEH, 2007;). Many school-based EEPs have focused 
on teachers supporting students to take action local environmental problems such as 
improving water quality in lakes or initiating recycling programs in schools (Jensen, 
2002; Bertolini, 2007) and most of the skills that the students learn relate to physical 
activities at the sites. By helping students develop basic skills around environmental 
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initiatives, teachers help children gain confident that they can achieve environmental 
goals.  
 
School-based EEPs should also focus on empowering students to take action on 
global environmental problems within the confines of their family homes. However, 
before offering students opportunities to transform their family members’ 
environmental practices, teachers need to help students to see themselves as capable 
of leading change in their homes. Therefore, school-based EEPs need to provide 
students with opportunities to bring about change in the environmental attitudes and 
actions of fellow students and teachers within the school before taking tools such as 
the Protocol into their homes. It is crucial that students, through shared partnerships 
with their teachers (Graham & Fitzgerald, 2010), discuss with their teachers the 
practices and customs in the schools, why these practices and assumptions exist in the 
school, and how they can take action to change these practices, that may be 
marginalising them (Freire, 2003). This groundwork could be part of how teachers 
can support the students to be environmental change agents (Gruenewald, 2003). 
Whole school audits offer opportunities to investigate the levels of consumption 
required to operate a school, speak to those people who control the consumption 
patterns in the school, such as the Bursar and Principal, and most importantly discuss 
their findings with their teachers so that they can plan how they can bring changes to 
the patterns of behaviour in the school. By engaging in such projects at school the 
teacher can then draw parallels with the consumption patterns in the family homes, 
including the forces that drive these patterns of behaviour. Following an examination 
of current practices in the family homes discussions could commence on the design of 
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tools such as the Protocol and how such tools can support them to bring about 
changes in behaviour in their family members.  
 
A further recommendation for preparing the students to implement tools such as the 
Protocol in their homes involves teacher liaison with parents. For example, School-
based EEPs could include information sessions that explain to parents that their 
children are designing a tool such as the Protocol to implement in their homes in order 
to foster more environmentally responsible behaviour in their family members. By 
holding such sessions parents become aware of what their children are hoping to 
achieve through the Protocol and the importance that the school places on supporting 
the students. Jensen (1997) highlighted the value of bring children and their parents 
together to discuss the children’s perceptions of alcohol consumption, as the meeting 
between students and their parents raised the parents’ awareness of the children’s 
concerns about the possible negative health impact of alcohol consumption. Meetings 
between students and their parents could be integrated into school-based EEPs so that 
parents can hear the students express their concerns about the plight of the 
environment and their goals for change in their homes prior to the implementation of 
tools such as the Protocol. This would give the students an opportunity to stand in 
solidarity on the issue and also provide parents with a greater understanding of the 
reasons why their children would like to bring the environmental tool home for 
implementation. Understanding the rationale of the EEP and their child’s desire to 
bring about change in the family’s environmental behaviour patterns could encourage 
the parents to make a stronger effort to support the child through the implementation. 
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Finally, the teachers of the school-based EEP could provide on-going support to the 
students during the implementation period. During classes at school the students could 
be encouraged to report on progress made in changing their family members’ 
environmental behaviour. This could give teachers the chance to make links between 
what the students discovered about the assumptions, norms and practices of the school 
and those of their family homes. By engaging with the students at this level the 
teachers can support them to deepen their understandings of such notions as habitus 
and how upbringing and hegemonic societal norms shape their family members’ 
attitudes and attitudes (Maton, 2010). By conducting regular meetings between the 
students and the teachers, teachers have a chance of helping students understand that 
they are not always personally responsible for the level of success that they attain in 
leading their family members to a more environmentally responsible way of living. 
Some of the children in the current study felt let down by their parents and by 
maintaining communication with the students during the implementation period 
students can be reminded that other societal and familial forces may be contributing to 
their family members’ actions.  
 
In summary, I recommend that school-based EEPs encourage and support students to 
become intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes. School-
based EEPs should arm students with the understandings, skills and tools such as the 
Protocol to lead their family members to more environmentally responsible levels of 
behaviour. Further, it is important that teachers provided on-going support to students 
so that the students have a better chance of navigating inevitable familial and societal 
hegemonic forces within their homes.  
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6.3 Study limitations  
Despite the success of the current study in showing that the Protocol enabled children 
to become intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes, the 
project also had some limitations.  
 
One of the limitations of this study was that it only involved a case of six families, all 
of whom lived in the same semi-rural area of New South Wales. The findings in this 
study thus pertain to a particular case (Stake, 1995), in a particular part of middle-
class Australia, which may not be applicable in other settings.  
 
Another limitation of this study is that the focus of the investigation was largely 
restricted to the students’ interpretations of the interactions that they had with their 
family members and with the Protocol. While the data gathered helped to determine 
the effectiveness of the Protocol and the familial and societal forces that influenced 
the students’ efficacy as intergenerational environmental change agents, the students 
were not asked for their opinions on the effectiveness of the Wilderness Studies class 
for supporting them while they implemented the Protocol. Subsequently, the 
recommendations on how school-based EEPs can support children to become 
environmental leaders in their homes are just that: recommendations. 
 
In summary, while the current study successfully shed light on the effectiveness of the 
Protocol in supporting six students to become intergenerational environmental change 
agents, the study was limited to a single setting and the students were not asked to 
critically evaluate the effectiveness of the school-based EEP in supporting them to 
accomplish their goals.   
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6.4 Questions for future research 
Following from the limitations of the current study, questions remain for future 
research. The first question that needs to be addressed in future research is how 
effective a Protocol would be in supporting school-based EEPs to enable students to 
become intergenerational environmental change agents in secondary schools in other 
settings. For example, the children in Payne’s (2010) study in inner city Melbourne 
were largely supported and encouraged by their parents to embrace environmentally 
responsible ways of living. Testing the effectiveness of tools such as the Protocol on 
an inner city setting would be highly worthwhile because it would enable researchers 
to compare the nature and influence of familial and societal forces with those reported 
in the current study.  
 
A question also remains as to the potential of tools such as the Protocol for enabling 
primary school students to become intergenerational environmental change agents in 
their family homes. Ballantyne et al (2001) claim that primary school students are 
more likely to enthusiastically embrace school-based EEPs and speak to their parents 
about the EEPs. Therefore, questions remain about the use of tools such as the 
Protocol in primary schools.  
 
Finally, questions remain about the influence of school-based EEPs on students’ 
efficacy as intergenerational environmental change agents in their family homes. 
Familial and social forces were clearly identified in the current study as participants 
spoke about the impact of their relationships within the family homes, their lifestyles 
and their perceptions of how global environmental problems could be mitigated. 
While the findings showed that the Protocol was more effective in homes in which 
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parents supported and encouraged their children, more needs to be learnt about what 
more could have been done in the Wilderness Studies class to support the students.  
 
In summary, the findings from the current study, while answering the research 
questions, also raise several questions for future research. In order to answer these 
questions, wider settings could be used to test the Protocol, including primary schools. 
Finally, more scrutiny needs to be given to the role that school-based EEPs play in 
supporting students during the implementation of tools such as the Protocol in their 
homes. 
6.5 Conclusions 
The Introduction chapter stated purposes for the current study: provide a group of 
children with the opportunity to become intergenerational environmental change 
agents in their family homes; give the same children the opportunity to share their 
wisdom and contribute equally to the findings of this project; and provide 
environmental educators and researchers with greater understandings of how they can 
effectively prepare and enable children to share in decision-making around global 
environmental issues. The students from Chevalier College succeeded to a limited 
extent in becoming intergenerational environmental change agents in their family 
homes and contributed their wisdom to the findings. The findings show that tools such 
as the Protocol enable children to become environmental leaders in their homes, and 
as such, add to our understanding of the role of such tools in school-based 
environmental education. Finally, the findings of the current study showed the 
significant influence of familial and societal hegemonic forces on children’s ability to 
be intergenerational environmental change agents: convincing others to live in a more 
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environmentally responsible manner means challenging familial and societal norms, 
including the notion that parents are family decision-makers and sacrifices for the 
sake of the environment should not come at a cost to consumerist lifestyles, 
particularly when such individual sacrifices are insignificant at the level of global 
environmental problems.  
 
The current study involved six students and their family members and offers a 
contribution to the field of environmental education in terms of how environmental 
educators can empower children to become intergenerational environmental change 
agents. However, importantly for me, this project came about because of my beliefs 
that children need to be given a louder voice on how to solve global environmental 
problems facing humanity. Further, children need opportunities to convert ideas into 
action and as a result need to be given the chance to become environmental change 
agents in their schools, homes and by extension, their communities. My earlier 
classroom work with the environmental group at Kingham School (KHEG) 
demonstrated what children are capable of accomplishing in the field of 
environmental activism. The Protocol, which was a legacy of KHEG, served as a tool 
that linked the environmental visions of the members of KHEG to their family homes. 
This became a symbol of ‘unfinished business’ for me, and subsequently a research 
tool in the current study. The design and implementation of the Protocol by the six 
students from Chevalier College represented my completion of that ‘business’. 
 
Despite a feeling of completion, I now realise that the current research project has left 
me with more questions and a sense of unease. The current study showed just how 
significant are the forces buffeting children as they engage with crucial issues such as 
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the plight of the environment. Despite my earlier belief that children are the victims of 
an adult-centric education system, during this project I have come to raise the 
possibility that we are all victims of educational, familial and social hegemony. I have 
become acutely aware that while children need more support and encouragement to 
take on the global problems we face, so too do adults, for we too are bombarded by 
hegemonic forces that render us somewhat impotent to take action on the issues that 
threaten our future. We are limited in what we can do to combat these hegemonic 
forces in our society because they are guised as comfortable, everyday, familiar 
expectations and norms. We work long hours to feed a lifestyle that is quite clearly 
harmful to the earth, yet we seem powerless to change the direction that we are 
taking. In the words of Aboriginal elder, Lila Watson, I am reminded that our 
liberation is not just the responsibility of those in assumed positions of power:  
 
If you have come to help me you’re wasting your time. But if you’ve come 
because your liberation is bound up with mine, then let’s work together. 
(A. McKnight, personal communication, April 08, 2013) 
 
As educators we traditionally hold power over the children in our classrooms. 
However, the current study reminds environmental educators of the importance of 
giving students a voice in environmental decision-making and empowering students 
through the use of such tools as the Protocol. The key to enabling students to become 
intergenerational environmental change agents, in Lila Watson’s words, is to ‘work 
together’. This means designing school-based EEPs that provide students with a 
means of leading environmental change, including developing understanding of the 
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forces that may hinder their goals and providing support throughout their journeys as 
environmental change agents.  
 
Conducting the current study and writing this thesis has informed my life in both 
personal and professional ways. Personally, I am more aware of the need to live in a 
more sustainable manner and to try to better understand the reality of the world in 
which I live. The current study has reinforced for me how our choices about the food 
we eat and the manner in which we consume is dictated by higher corporate powers, 
therefore, I have attempted to support smaller, local suppliers of food and I have tried 
to limit my consumeristic spending. Professionally, the current study and writing this 
thesis has reminded me of the importance of providing my university students with as 
many opportunities as possible to learn about the ‘reality’ of the world around them, 
and to see themselves as environmental change agents in their future classrooms. I am 
still filled with hope by the growing movement of environmental education policy 
makers, teachers and researchers working together with children because we all 
believe that children deserve a place at the decision-making table. Above all, children 
fill me with hope. The students from KHEG and from Chevalier College have 
humbled me with their wisdom and grace and I thank them their on-going inspiration.  
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Appendix A: Proposed environmental education 
program to be incorporated into YEAR 9 Wilderness at 
Chevalier College 
Rationale 
*The Chevalier College EEP seeks to empower students to become active 
environmental change agents: they will become leaders not only in their own school 
but also in their homes and communities.  
*Educational value of ‘out of class’ activities such as ‘hands on’ projects, solving 
environmental problems and informal learning experiences such as excursions/hikes.  
*Importance of development of ‘action competence’ in the children regarding 
environmental issues such as sustainability.  
*Development of life long skills, transferable from the classroom: independence, 
critical thinking, leadership, environmental awareness and activism.  
Activities 
1) Trip to Murramarang: during this excursion, the students will go on a trek and 
overnight camp, supplemented with environmental education focus, possibly provided 
by Department of Environment and Climate Change, Nowra  
2) Excursion to Wingecarribee Waste Centre at Moss Vale or incursion by their 
education officer. Focus: recycling of household goods such as timber, iron etc  
3) Incursion by representative from Hawkesbury Nepean Water Catchment to discuss 
HNWC activities (48619012).  
4) Excursion to Eastern Creek Waste Disposal site. Focus: highlight the sheer amount 
of waste being disposed.  
5) Audit of the school’s environmental practices. Focus: on energy consumption, 
resource use and conservation. Following this, presentation made to the Principal/ 
Senior Team/ Staff.  
6)‘Hands on’ activities for the students within the school. Focus: seeing a problem 
and solving it. Eg, weed eradication, composting of vegetable waste etc  
7) Guided inquiry unit. Focus: students base themselves in the Library and conduct 
some research on environmental issues/ initiatives from both in Australia and around 
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the globe. The students will present their findings to the rest of the class and other 
groups from within the school. 
8) Students will complete an audit of their own practices at home. They will complete 
the online audit provided by the Power House Museum in Darling Harbour, Sydney. 
This activity can be completed in the Library session.  
9) Students will construct a Protocol that will be taken home to be negotiated and 
signed with their parents and family members. This will seek ways to support 
environmentally responsible behaviour in the family home.  
Continuum 
Years 9–10: skill development and ‘hands on’ focus.  
Years 11–12: leadership and advocacy. 
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Appendix B: Family protocol 
 
We, the members of the _____________________ family/group agree to 
 
 * complete the protocol negotiation process. 
 * attempt to fulfill the requirements of our negotiated protocol. 
 * monitor the progress of the protocol. 
 
Strategies:  
1)___________________________________________________________________ 
2)___________________________________________________________________ 
3)___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Signed: 
_________________________________   Date:__________________ 
 
_________________________________   Date:__________________ 
 
_________________________________   Date:__________________ 
 
_________________________________   Date:__________________ 
 
_________________________________   Date:__________________ 
 
_________________________________   Date:__________________ 
 
Follow up meetings 
 
Meeting             
Date             
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Physical 
 
ACTION Immediate Short 
term 
Medium 
term 
Long 
term 
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Consumption 
 
ACTION Immediate Short 
term 
Medium 
term 
Long 
term 
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Advocacy and support 
 
ACTION Immediate Short 
term 
Medium 
term 
Long 
term 
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Appendix C: Preliminary instructions 
Dear family members,                                                                               1st June, 2009 
 
My first interview with you is fast approaching and to prepare for this, I would like 
you to try to do the following as a family group: 
 
* go to the EPA Victoria website 
* on the left hand side click on STUDENTS 
* on the right hand side click on ecological footprint calculators click on ‘personal’ 
* choose one of the two options at the top of the list. I chose ‘requires flash’. 
* sit down as a family group (if possible) and complete the activity. 
 
If possible, it would also be great to attempt the activity from myfootprint.org. It is 
quite easy to navigate. It will give you a different global perspective on your 
ecological footprint. 
 
Remember that these calculators are meant to act as a guide. My son received a 
different set of results to what I received, given that he catches a bus to and from 
school etc, where as I drive most places, so perhaps try to keep this in mind when 
calculating your overall family footprint. 
 
I am also sending home an exercise book for you to use as a journal, so that you can 
make notes or jot down thoughts which may be relevant. 
     
Once you have finished the activities I will try to call you this week to book an 
interview time. The interview will mainly focus on your reaction to the results of the 
footprint calculators, as well as some other more general questions. 
 
Hope that this makes sense, and I look forward to seeing you soon. Thank you, once 
again for your support.  
 
Peter Andersen 
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Appendix D:  Participant Information Sheet for 
students and parents/guardians/family members  
Dear participant,  
This is an invitation for you to participate in research conducted by Peter Andersen 
from the University of Wollongong. The research is called CHILDREN AS 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE AGENTS: USING A NEGOTIATED PROTOCOL TO 
BRING ABOUT OR SUPPORT ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE 
BEHAVIOUR IN THE FAMILY HOME.  
 
INVESTIGATOR  
Peter Andersen  
Educational Doctoral student  
Faculty of Education, University of Wollongong  
0458458089  
pja562@uow.edu.au  
 
SUPERVISORS  
Associate Professor Karen Malone                        Associate Professor Garry Hoban             
Faculty of Education                                              Faculty of Education  
University of Wollongong                                      University of Wollongong  
(02) 42215087                                                         (02) 42214450  
 
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH  
 
The purpose of the research is to investigate the effectiveness of a negotiated protocol 
- signed by students and their parents/guardians - in helping to bring about or support 
environmentally responsible behaviour in their homes. I would like to see what 
happens when a student co-signs a protocol with his or her parents/guardians which 
outlines ways that they can improve their environmental practices at home.  I am 
looking to see what factors influence the negotiation and signing of the protocol, how 
the protocol affected the members of the family, and how sustainable  
the changes are that the protocol brings about in the family environmental practices.  
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WHAT IS A PROTOCOL?  
 
A protocol is a document that contains a number of objectives that the student and 
his/her family agree to achieve. The aim of the protocol is to help the family to decide 
upon ways that they can lower their ecological footprint at home. Once they have 
agreed to these objectives or goals they will sign the protocol and set about achieving 
the objectives. It may concentrate on the following areas:  
*the house and gardens  
*energy and water usage  
*involvement in outside organisations/ advocacy 
 
WHAT I WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO  
 
Student:  
You will be asked at school during your Wilderness lessons to design a protocol 
which you will then take home to discuss with your parents/guardians/family 
members. You will then decide what changes that you can make in and around your 
home to become more environmentally friendly (such things as ways to save power, 
water etc). You might discuss ways that you can become more involved as a family in 
local environmental initiatives or groups. As a family you will write down in  
the protocol your goals and then sign it as a family. You will be interviewed by me on 
four different occasions, for about 30 minutes for each time. On each occasion I will 
record our conversations by using a dictaphone. You can also keep a journal to write 
down feelings that you have throughout the whole research project and contact me at 
any time to discuss the project. You may spend as little or as much time writing in the 
journal as you like. You can hand your journal to me during the fourth interview.  
Here is some information on the four interviews:  
1)When: early May. Where: at school during a Wilderness class. Topic: what sort of 
things are you doing at home to help the environment? eg, recycling etc  
2)When: early June, you will be part of a focus group, which will discuss the design 
process of the protocol which will be taken home. I will interview you about the 
design and rationale behind your protocol. Where: at school during a Wilderness 
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class.  
3)When: June, just after you have signed your protocol at home. Where: at school 
during a Wilderness class. Topic: describe what happened when you negotiated and 
signed your protocol at home with you family. How did you feel?  
4)When: September, three months after you have signed the protocol at home. Where: 
at school during a Wilderness class. Topic: how well did the protocol work over the 
three months since you signed it with your family?  
 
* Please note that this research is in no way part of your assessment for 
Wilderness. Your decision to participate or not, or your comments in interview 
will in no way affect you grades in Wilderness Studies.  
 
Parent/Guardian/Family member: 
 
During Wilderness your child will design a protocol which seeks to identify ways that 
you can become more environmentally friendly at home. It is designed to support the 
current practices that you have in place and help you to think of other ways to 
improve your environmental practices around the home. He or she will bring the 
protocol home and you as a family will negotiate what practices you would like to put 
in place in your home. Once you have settled on these you will co- sign the protocol 
with your child. You and your family members will be interviewed by me on three  
different occasions, for about one hour for each time. During each interview I will 
seek to speak with as many family members as possible. I will record the interviews 
using a dictaphone. Your child who has brought the protocol home will be 
interviewed at school.  If you would prefer that he or she be interviewed with you at 
home, that can be arranged. You can also keep a journal to write down feelings that 
you have throughout the whole research project and contact me at any time to  
discuss the project. You may spend as little or as much time writing in the journal as 
you like. You can hand your journal to me during the third interview. Here is some 
information on the three interviews: 
1)When: Early May, prior to the protocol being brought home. Where: at your home. 
Topic: what sort of things are you doing to help the environment at home?  
2)When: June, just after you have signed the protocol at home. Where: at your home. 
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Topic: describe what happened when you negotiated and signed your protocol at 
home with your child. How did you feel?  
3)When: September, three months after you have signed the protocol at home. Where: 
at your home. Topic: how well did the protocol work over the three months since you 
signed it with your child?  
 
IF YOU CHOOSE TO PARTICIPATE  
 
All information that you give to me through the interviews, journals, telephone and 
email contact will be kept in total confidentiality. Please note that you are under no 
obligation to use the journals, and that they are to be looked upon as a tool by which 
you can record any additional ideas or thoughts that you may think of outside our 
interview times. Your names will not be used in the final thesis or any other 
publication that uses the information gathered from you for this project.  
Pseudonyms will be used instead. If you decide to be involved with this project, you 
may stop participating at any time. If you do decide to stop participating, any 
information that you have given will not be used unless you have given me 
permission to do so. After each interview I will transcribe word for word what you 
have said and I will send a copy of this script to you. You may then make any changes 
to the script that you deem necessary. Only information agreed to by you will be used 
in the thesis and subsequent publications. This includes any information that I glean  
from any telephone or email contact that we may have during the research project. By 
participating in this project you will be providing me with valuable information about 
how to best create environmentally responsible households in Australia and around 
the world.  
 
WHERE WILL YOUR INFORMATION BE USED AND KEPT  
 
The information that you give me will be primarily used for my doctoral thesis. It may 
also be used for publication in journal articles, books and at conferences that I attend. 
It may also be used for teaching and educational training purposes. The information 
gained through interviews will be stored under lock and key at my home during the 
project and then under lock and key at the Faculty of Education, University of 
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Wollongong, for a period of five years after the completion of the  
project. It will then be destroyed.  
 
ETHICS REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS 
  
This study has been reviewed by the Human Research Ethics Committee (Social 
Science, Humanities and Behavioural Science) of the University of Wollongong. If 
you are not happy with the way this research has been conducted, you can contact the 
Ethics Officer at the University on  
(02) 42214457. 
  
WHAT HAPPENS NEXT  
 
We will be hosting an information session at the Library at Chevalier College at 7.00 
pm on Monday 11th May, 2009 for those interested in participating in the project. 
This session will provide an opportunity for you to meet me and clarify any questions 
that you have. I look forward to meeting you there. 
  
Thank you for your interest in this study,  
 
Peter Andersen 
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Appendix E: Consent form for students and 
parents/guardians/family members 
RESEARCH TITLE 
  
CHILDREN AS ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE AGENTS: USING A NEGOTIATED 
PROTOCOL TO BRING ABOUT OR SUPPORT ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE 
BEHAVIOUR IN THE FAMILY HOME.  
 
RESEARCHER'S NAME 
 
PETER ANDERSEN 
  
I have been given information about the research project, ‘Children as environmental  
change agents: using a negotiated protocol to support environmentally responsible  
behaviour in the family home’ and discussed the research project with Peter Andersen  
who is conducting this research as part of his Educational Doctorate, supervised by  
Associate Professor Karen Malone and Associate Professor Garry Hoban in the  
department of Education at the University of Wollongong.   
I have been advised of the burdens associated with this research, which include three  
interviews with Peter Andersen (as a parent/family member) in my home and four  
interviews (as a participating student) at Chevalier College. I am aware that I may  
record my ideas in a written journal if I so desire. I have had an opportunity to ask  
him any questions I may have about the research and my participation.  
I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary, I am free to refuse to  
participate and I am free to withdraw from the research at any time. My refusal to  
participate or withdrawal of consent will not affect my relationship with Chevalier  
College, including grades in the subject, Wilderness. I also understand that  
information gained through interviews, journals and discussions (telephone and  
email) will only be used in the thesis and subsequent publications upon my  
agreement.  
 
If I have any enquiries about the research, I can contact Peter Andersen on  
0458458089, Karen Malone on 42215087 or Garry Hoban on 42214450. If I have any  
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concerns or complaints regarding the way the research is or has been conducted, I can  
contact the Ethics Officer, Human Research Ethics Committee, Office of Research,  
University of Wollongong on 4221 4457.  
 
By signing below I am indicating my consent to, please tick appropriate boxes:  
•   participate in three interviews with Peter Andersen in my home (family  
    participants)  
•  participate in four interviews at Chevalier College or at my home at my request  
   (Student participants)  
•  have my interviews taped on a dictaphone by Peter Andersen  
•  keep a journal if I so desire 
•  participate in a focus group at Chevalier College (only student participants)  
•  communicate with Peter Andersen by telephone and/or email if I feel that it is  
    necessary  
I understand that the data collected from my participation will be used for a doctoral  
thesis and could also be used for publications in journals, books, conferences and for  
education and training purposes.  I consent for it to be used in that manner.  
 
Signed: Parent/Guardian(s)                                       Date......................                 
       
............................................................                      .....................................................  
Name (please print)                                                   Name (please print)  
 
............................................................                       .....................................................  
Signature                                                                    Signature  
 
Signed: Student                                                          Date.......................                 
       
............................................................   
Name (please print) 
                                                   
............................................................                        
Signature     
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Signed: Family member(s)                                       Date......................                 
       
............................................................                      .....................................................  
Name (please print)                                                   Name (please print)  
 
............................................................                       .....................................................  
Signature                                                                    Signature  
 
Signed: Family member(s)                                       Date......................                 
       
............................................................                      .....................................................  
Name (please print)                                                   Name (please print) 
 
............................................................                       .....................................................  
 
Signature                                                                    Signature  
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Appendix F: Probe questions 
Interview 1 
1) What did the results of your personal audit reveal about the practices that are 
taking place in your family home? 
2) List the actions that you and/or your family are taking to help the environment. 
3) Do you feel personally responsible for helping the environment? 
4) How did you become aware of the plight of the environment? 
5) How do you feel about taking on the role of ‘change agent’ in your family (or) 
how do you feel about having a member of your family (sibling or child) 
adopting the role of change agent within your family home? 
Interview 2 
1) Describe the final format of the Protocol. 
2) Describe how your group arrived at the final format of the Protocol. 
3) What do you think of the methods that you and your group members used to 
design the Protocol? 
4) Describe your involvement in the negotiation and design phase of the 
Protocol. 
5) How do you feel about taking the Protocol home for negotiating and signing? 
Interview 3 
1) Provide an overview of the process that you used to negotiate and sign the 
Protocol within your family home. 
2) How will you monitor the progress of your Protocol? 
3) Describe what you found helpful and constraining in the system used to set up 
your Protocol. 
4) Describe the Protocol that you and your family members settled on after the 
negotiation and signing stages. 
5) What do you think of the concept of co-signing such a protocol with the other 
members of your family? 
6) Do you have anything else to add? 
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Interview 4 
1) How successful were you and your family members in achieving the goals of 
your Protocol? 
2) Identify the factors that influenced the success or failure of the Protocol. 
3) What do you think of the concept of bringing the family together to improve 
their environmental practices? 
4) What impact did the Protocol have on you and the other members of your 
family? 
5) Give a score out of ten for the Protocol: ten being highly successful and zero 
being not successful at all. 
6) Provide some personal details: your age, occupation and the commitments 
required of that occupation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 301 
Appendix G: Phase three of the interview schedule. 
Interviewing participants following the negotiation and 
implementation of the Protocol 
 
The Longhurst family 
 
The interviews with the members of the Longhurst family were conducted in their 
family home on the 24th of June, 2009.  
 
I interviewed each participant individually. James’ younger sister, Rose, did not want 
to be interviewed again individually, saying that she did not have the confidence to 
respond to the questions. She instead, sat in with the interview that I held with her 
mother, Mary. 
 
I began by asking the participants to provide an overview of the process that they 
utilised to negotiate and sign the Protocol, and they made the following responses: 
 
James: ‘Basically it was just standing in the kitchen and talking about it and seeing 
what we do and don’t do and what we can do. Not too formal, just chatting about it… 
We have a lot of sports days which limits family time to only Tuesday nights. It is 
pretty limited’. (James, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
Mary: ‘We just sat at the kitchen bench and just worked out all of the things that we 
had in place and what areas we could improve on together’. 
(Mary, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
I then asked the participants how they would monitor the progress of their Protocols, 
to which they responded:  
 
James: ‘Weekly meetings or meeting every two weeks to see if everyone is still sticking 
to the Protocol. And if they are happy with it’. (James, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
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Mary: ‘The monitoring will be done on a weekly basis, just with our family meeting on 
a Tuesday’. (Mary, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
I asked the participants to describe what they found helpful and constraining in the 
setting up their Protocol, and they answered:  
 
James: ‘Basically just add penalties for breaking the rules and if you get penalised for 
it, it reminds you to stick with them more and you won’t get penalised again. I found it 
pretty simple. It seems pretty simple to follow if you have the strategies in place’. 
(James, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
Mary: ‘Definitely what cleared any confusion that there may have been was having a 
working example of all of the different areas, being Physical and all that, so these sort 
of opened our eyes to what we are achieving already and it made everything else 
obvious…everything that we are not doing a little more obvious. We just thought that 
the most achievable and effective things that we could manage at this point would be 
maintaining our light switches and short showers’.  
(Mary, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
My next question was that the participants describe the Protocol that their family had 
settled on after negotiation. These were their responses: 
 
James: ‘We mainly put down the things that we were already doing. We only have a 
few things that we are going to do in the short term’.  
(James, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
Mary: ‘It was decided that I would be the keeper, so to speak of any regulations that 
we put in place for our family. And maintain that those rules and regulations were 
kept to. We decided that penalties would be a fun idea, and I say fun because it sort of 
opens up the door to dobbing. Making it a bit of a family fun event, rather than being 
something strict and persecuting. We decided that for any rules that were broken 
there would be a ten cents jar. If I find that the care factor isn’t great we will increase 
it. Meetings will be every Tuesday because that’s really our only family night without 
any sport involved, all being away from home… With our Physical, what we already 
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have in place is that we have insulation in our roof and walls, we have ninety percent 
of low energy lights in our house, we currently run a small car which is serviced 
regularly. We now have think curtains that we kept drawn in summer and open in 
winter to allow our northern exposure in. With Consumption, we try to be vigilant 
with our turning off switches. We share lifts with the kids with their sport, where 
possible. What we are aiming to achieve is shorter showers. We currently recycle. We 
only buy Australian seafood from a local supplier, and we turn off water while 
brushing our teeth. And…we do support our local fish man’. 
(Mary, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
I asked the participants what they thought of the concept of co-signing such a protocol 
with the other members of their family. These were their answers:  
 
James: ‘I feel pretty happy with it. It will probably save some money and help the 
environment around us…so, I’m pretty happy with it, the decision to do it. The set up 
is good. It’s simple and it answers everything that you need. I’m pretty happy with it’. 
(James, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
Mary: ‘I think it’s great. I mean that it has pulled our family together in some 
respects, and I think that it is going to be, well I am going to try to make it a fun 
experience. So I can at this point in time only say positive things’. 
(Mary, personal interview, 24/6/09) 
 
My final question was whether the participants had anything else to add, to which 
they replied: 
 
James: James did not have anything else to add. 
 
Mary: ‘Something, and it’s something that I don’t think that you have been in control 
of, but there seemed to be a long period of time from initiating this to our first visit. 
So I just thought that James had lost a bit of interest in the interim. But with starting it 
again I think that it has been rekindled’.  
(Mary, personal interview in the presence of Rose, 24/6/09) 
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Appendix H: Synthesis of responses given by 
participants 
 
James indicated that he was happy about the prospect of implementing the Protocol in 
his home. One of the reasons that he gave was that it appeared to him to be a simple 
device that would be able to be used easily within the family environment. He also 
mentioned that the steps taken by the family to fulfill the requirements of the Protocol 
could have the double effect of helping the environment and saving the family some 
money. 
 
Despite this, Mary adopted the primary leadership role in the operation of the 
Protocol. Notwithstanding the inclusion of the children in the negotiation phase, she 
stated that she would be in charge of the monitoring of the progress of the Protocol 
and the implementation of the fine system that the family had agreed to introduce.  
 
Mary and James stated that regular meetings to monitor the success of the Protocol 
would be a key to its success. Despite the lack of opportunities to meet regularly, they 
decided to meet every Tuesday evening, over the family meal. 
 
Although James did not mention it in his interview, Mary raised the point that the 
process of negotiating and signing the Protocol brought the family closer together. 
She did not elaborate on what she meant by this, but it can be inferred that she meant 
that it was a positive experience for them all, allowing them to unite with a common 
set of goals. Mary, in particular, mentioned that the negotiation phase assisted the 
family members to become more aware of what they were doing to help the 
environment. She said that the list that was provided for them to help them decide on 
possible pro-environmental actions to take was the catalyst for their decision-making 
process. 
 
It was clear from the interviews that all members of the family were in agreement 
regarding the goals of the Protocol. Despite having an informal setting for the 
negotiation and signing of the document, all participants identified common goals to 
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be pursued by the family unit. Despite different perspectives taken by the participants, 
there was obvious congruence in their understanding of the aims of the Protocol.  
 
Both participants stated that their goals would focus largely on maintaining the pro-
environmental actions that they were already taking. Neither participant mentioned 
adopting new practices, but instead reinforcing the ones that they had already in place, 
such as saving water and electricity conservation. They mentioned that they would be 
focusing on small goals, such as water and energy conservation. They did not foresee 
the family being able to make any new inroads into the areas of Physical and 
Advocacy, as they had already put in place such things as thick curtains and energy 
efficient bulbs, and they were already only buying fish caught in Australian waters. 
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Appendix I: Checklist matrix for Interview 3 
Theme Whoknowswhere Longhurst Borber Minstead Johnstone Harvey 
Leadership was 
taken by an adult 
to get the group 
together to set up 
the protocol 
 
´ 
 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
 
Ö 
 
Leadership was 
taken by a 
child/adult to get 
the group together 
to set up the 
protocol 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
´ 
 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
´ 
Not everyone 
wanted to be 
involved in the 
process of setting 
up the protocol 
 
´ 
 
´ 
 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
´ 
Wanted to set up 
regular meetings to 
monitor the 
protocol 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
Mentioned that the 
list of options for 
conserving energy 
was helpful 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
Felt that the initial 
meetings raised 
awareness 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Felt that signing 
the protocol would 
help to unite the 
family 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö/´ 
 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
´ 
Felt that the 
protocol was a 
good thing to do as 
a family 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Disagreement in 
group as to what 
should be included 
in the protocol and 
how it should be 
followed 
 
´ 
 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
´ 
Children felt that 
they were able to 
be heard in the 
negotiation phase 
of the protocol 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
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Child felt good 
about taking the 
protocol home for 
negotiation and 
signing  
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö/´ 
 
Could foresee 
problems due to 
individuals losing 
interest in the 
protocol 
 
´ 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Thought that the 
process of 
negotiation and 
signing was a good 
one: it was easy to 
follow 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Aims of the 
protocol were 
more focused on 
maintaining what 
they were already 
doing rather than 
setting up new 
goals 
 
´ 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
´ 
All members were 
present in a sitting 
for the negotiation 
and signing of the 
protocol 
 
Ö 
 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
The sitting was 
formal for the 
negotiation and 
signing of the 
protocol 
 
Ö 
 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
Mainly aimed to 
achieve small 
goals such as 
shorter showers 
and switching off 
lights 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
The group plans to 
have an adult as 
the driver of the 
protocol 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
The group plans to 
have responsibility 
shared by everyone 
 
Ö 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Wanted to set up a 
‘fine’ system for 
those not following 
´ Ö Ö ´ ´ ´ 
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the protocol 
Altruism evident 
as part of 
motivation for 
establishing the 
protocol 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Foresaw 
commitment as a 
major factor in the 
success of the 
protocol 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Ö 
 
Some members of 
the group 
(particularly) 
younger members 
misunderstood the 
goals of the 
protocol 
 
´ 
 
 
´ 
 
´ 
 
´ 
 
Ö 
 
 
´ 
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Appendix J: Themes from Phase three of interviews 
Child happy to take home the Protocol 
All of the participants who volunteered to take home the Protocol were enthusiastic 
about the prospect. Despite some reservation on the part of Richard about the lack of 
time together that he and his family would have to complete the requirements of the 
Protocol, they were unanimous in their optimism about the potential of the Protocol. 
The most common reasons given by the students for why they were confident was that 
it was not only a good idea but also one that was simple to instill and operate.  The 
main reason that they gave for why the Protocol was a good idea was that it would 
help to bring about change in the home. They gave the impression that by installing 
the Protocol they were doing something positive for the environment. 
Parents and siblings happy to have the Protocol brought 
home 
All of the parents and siblings interviewed revealed that they were happy for their 
child or sibling to bring the Protocol home for negotiation and implementation. The 
main reason given by the parents for their feeling of happiness was the fact that their 
child was doing something positive. It appeared to be that it was not their child’s 
desire to help the environment itself that was so positively received, but also the 
possibility of the Protocol bringing the family together on a level that they had not 
met before. While some of the parents mentioned the benefits of the Protocol for the 
environment, there were also several that highlighted the rewards to be gained as a 
family, such as Ross who claimed that the Protocol could help to ‘cement’ the family 
relationship. So, interestingly, despite my initial desire to test a tool’s ability to allow 
adolescents to influence their family members to be more environmentally friendly, I 
also discovered through the interviews that the Protocol also had the benefit of 
allowing the members of the families to discuss important issues in a structured 
manner – something that several of the participants identified. This will be discussed 
further later in the thesis.  
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Plan to hold regular meetings 
All of the families except the Harveys indicated that they intended to use regular 
meetings to monitor the progress of their Protocols. Most of the families had agreed to 
meet once a fortnight while having a meal together. Richard Harvey had mentioned in 
his second interview that one of his concerns was that his family rarely met for an 
evening meal together due to his father’s work commitments. They therefore planned 
to adopt a less formal approach, watching each other to make sure that everyone was 
adhering to the requirements of the Protocol. The other families all stated that they 
would be meeting on a regular basis to discuss the Protocol and sort through any 
issues that were arising.  
Awareness raised through the negotiation phase 
Participants in four of the families mentioned during interviews that by meeting and 
discussing the makeup of the Protocol had led to a raised awareness on their part 
around issues to do with the environment and its care. What is interesting about this is 
that despite the fact that the participants had not yet attempted to enact the goals of the 
Protocol, they were becoming more conscious of their behaviour around the home and 
its impact on the environment. The final interviews in three months time will indicate 
whether this increase in awareness had converted into behavioural change and for 
what duration. 
Parents dominating the process 
In four out of the six families interviewed, the parents indicated that they would be 
adopting a leadership role in the process of implementing the goals of the Protocol. 
The two families that planned to leave the running of the Protocol to the child that 
introduced the concept, or at the very least to allow that child to hold an equal power 
sharing arrangement with the parents, were the Whoknowswhere and Minstead 
families. Tom and Greg were allowed by their respective families to share in the 
decision-making processes surrounding their Protocols, while the parents of the other 
four families indicated that they would be in the words of Mary Longhurst, the 
‘keeper’s of the Protocol. The original idea behind the Protocol was to see how 
successfully the adolescent participants would be able to bring about intergenerational 
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change in their homes, yet within the first two weeks of the imbedding of the 
Protocol, most parents had removed the power from the children and began operating 
the Protocol with their traditional power structure in play. It is important to note that 
those parents who reverted to their original control frame did so because they felt that 
it offered the best chance of success for the Protocol. Tom and Greg both seemed 
content to be sharing responsibility for the Protocols established in their homes. 
However, worthy of note is that the children who had introduced the idea of the 
Protocol and then had their parents adopt control of it did not speak of any frustration 
at this change in direction. They seemed happy with the direction that the family was 
taking, despite apparently losing control of the Protocol that they had helped to 
design.  
Preparing to take small steps 
Five out of the six families interviewed mentioned that they would be attempting to 
make small changes in and around their homes through the implementation of the 
Protocol. The bulk of the changes planned were to do with the consumption of 
electricity and water. The only physical changes that were mentioned were the 
introduction of energy efficient light globes in some of the families, while only one 
spent a significant amount of money on changing a physical feature of the family 
home and that was the Harvey family, who brought a new hot water system. This, 
however, had been installed prior to the commencement of the Protocol due to the 
break down of their original water heater. Interestingly, the two families that 
positioned their children as leaders in the Protocol – the Minstead and 
Whoknowswhere families – were the only families that planned to pursue goals in the 
Advocacy section of the Protocol, namely membership in the Australian Conservation 
Foundation.  
Altruism at the heart of the decision-making process 
All families revealed that there were altruistic reasons for their involvement in the 
project. Despite the age differences of the participants, all of them agreed that it was 
important to do something positive for the environment. No one mentioned that he or 
she would like to change their behaviour in order to save money, but all spoke of the 
desire to do something that would be beneficial for the members of the family, the 
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wider community and the environment. This revealed to me that all of the participants 
were aware of the plight of the environment and the fact that it this would have some 
negative impact on humans, and were prepared to make changes in order to combat 
this eventuality.  
Parents more pessimistic than children 
What stood out for me having interviewed all of the families was that the most of the 
pessimism regarding the Protocol came from the parents. Betty Johnstone feared that 
the children would not be able to maintain their momentum and that she would have 
to adopt the leadership role within the family, while June Harvey was concerned that 
they would not have enough time to give full attention to the Protocol, enabling its 
success. Ryan Borber was not pessimistic about the family’s ability to achieve its 
goals but instead about the chance of bringing about change that would have a 
national and global effect. This view was raised in the previous phase of interviews by 
not only Ryan but also Charles Johnstone. However, Charles did not refer to this 
during this set of interviews. John Borber was the only non-parent participant who 
showed a sign of pessimism regarding the Protocol. He felt that the family did not 
need to sign a formal contract in order to achieve their goals. 
Children more pragmatic  
It was clear after this round of interviews that the children appeared to be more 
pragmatic about the Protocol and its role. Most of the children, no matter what their 
age, concentrated on the practical actions that they could make around the home, 
rather than focusing on whether or not the Protocol would succeed or fail. While they 
all showed that they understood the importance of conserving energy in order to help 
the environment, they were more interested in the personal ways that they could 
achieve these goals and less about the family politics. They certainly never mentioned 
any doubts about the rational behind the Protocol, instead concentrating on the 
personal responsibilities that they would need to meet its goals. As mentioned earlier, 
John Borber was the only child that raised issues around the ethics of the Protocol. 
The rest were more interested in the impact that the Protocol would have on their day 
to day lives through the change in behaviour that they would need to show in order to 
meet the requirements of the Protocol. 
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Appendix K: Clustering of emerging themes 
 
VP = Volunteering phase 
P1  = Phase one of data collection 
P2  = Phase two of data collection 
P3  = Phase three of data collection 
FP  = Final phase of data collection 
(4)  = the page number of interview transcripts in which the data was acquired 
The participant who generated the data is listed by name.  
 
For example: June Harvey P3 (9) = June Harvey, page nine from Phase three of the 
interview transcripts.  
Families 
1) Don’t talk about the environment much – protocol helped them to do this: 
Tom Who…, P3 (9); Clarke, Tom and Ellen Who…, FP (13); June Harvey, FP 
(31);  
1) Found it hard to find the time to commit to the requirements of the protocol: 
John Borber, P3 (17)-HSC; Christine Borber, P3 (19); Ryan Borber, P3 (19); 
John Borber, P3 (19); June Harvey, P3 (32); June Harvey, P3 (34); Tim 
Harvey, P3 (35); June Harvey, P3 (36); Christine Borber, FP (4); Michael 
Borber, FP (4); Ryan Borber, FP (7); John Borber, FP (8); ); Mary Longhurst, 
FP (18); Mary Longhurst, FP (18); Sally Minstead, FP (23); Tim Harvey, FP 
(30); Betty Johnstone, FP (37); Betty Johnstone, FP (39); 
2) Unplanned events – such as depression – had negative impact on the protocol: 
June Harvey, FP (29); Tim Harvey, FP (29/30);  
3) Work had a huge impact on the success of the protocol: parents committed to 
employment regimes: June Harvey, P3 (34); Tim Harvey, P3 (35); Mary 
Longhurst, FP (20); Richard Harvey, FP (30); June Harvey, FP (30); Tim 
Harvey, FP (32); Richard Harvey, FP (32); Tim Harvey, FP (33); 
4) Dominated by parents – Phil Johnstone, phase one (9) – because of mum and 
dad; Tom and Ellen Who…, P3 (8) – deciding on fish/green power- but 
keeping kids involved;  
5) Life experiences/jobs influence the level of action and attitude to the 
environment (Tim Harvey, Phase one (4); Charles Johnstone, phase one (8)- 
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uses fuel for work and not going to stop for any thing; Tim Harvey, phase one 
(5) – ok for Richard to be interested, but must lead to a job;  
6) Happy to co-sign to helping the environment: James and Mary Longhurst, P3 
(3); Ellen Who…, P3 (9); Ryan Borber, P3 (21);  
7) Family members can coerce others to doing what they want to do: Ross, P3 
(11); John Borber, P3 (17);  
8) Would use technology to help to be more sustainable: Christine Borber, P3 
(20); Charles Johnstone, using the timers on the hot water system to stop girls 
having long showers; Michael Borber, P3 (20)-timer for water; Tim Harvey, 
P3 (35); Sally Minstead, FP (22); Betty Johnstone, FP (35); Charles 
Johnstone, FP (35); 
9) Need to stick together to remain motivated to achieve goals. 
Parents 
1) Excited about their children wanting to take action on important issues (Betty 
Johnstone, phase one (13); Minsteads, phase one (18); Who…, phase one (25); 
Christine and Ryan Borber, phase one (33); Mary Longhurst, phase one (38);  
2) Negative views of the efficacy of their children (Betty Johnstone, phase one, 
on what her family was doing to help the environment/ and in last question; 
Charles introducing timers on the showers – show lack of trust in girls); 
Christine and Ryan Borber, phase one (33); Christine Borber, P3 (19); Betty 
Johnstone, P3 (25); Betty Johnstone, P3 (29); Christine Borber, FP (4); Mary 
Longhurst, FP (19)Christine Borber, FP (4); Christine Borber, FP (6); Mary 
Longhurst, FP (18); Tim Harvey, FP (30); Charles Johnstone, FP (35); Betty 
Johnstone, FP (37)-blamed kids; Charles Johnstone, FP (39);  
3) Felt pessimistic/helpless about chances of making a real change re 
environment; Ross Minstead, phase one (17) – need big countries to take 
action; Tim Harvey, phase one (3); June Harvey, phase one (2) – would find it 
hard to change; Clarke Who…, phase one (22): not going to make a big 
difference + unless it happens in a big way; Ryan Borber, phase one (31): 
throw away society; Ryan Borber, P3 (21); Betty Johnstone, P3 (28); Ryan 
Borber, FP (4); Ryan Borber, FP (6); Ryan Borber, FP (7);  
4) Want the government to take the lead 
5) Took control of the leadership roles – disempowering the children? – (Charles 
Johnstone, final question on Phase one: pushing Yolanda whether she wanted 
to or not); Christine Borber, P3 (17); Betty Johnstone, P3 (25 and 26); June 
Harvey, P3 (34); Ryan Borber, FP (2); Ryan Borber, FP (6); John Borber, FP 
(7);  
6) Learnt through life: being conservative/gardening: (Johnstones, Phase one; 
Sally and Ross Minstead, phase one (17); Ellen Who…, phase one (24); 
Christine Borber, phase one (31); Mary Longhurst, phase one (38); 
7) Pessimism about whether or not council was actually doing what they claimed 
to be doing, eg with recycling: Christine Borber, phase one (28); 
8) Tend to dominate the decision making processes prior to the implementation 
of the Protocol: James Longhurst, phase one (36); Mary Longhurst, P3 (3);  
9) Made kids in the family have a large role in protocol: Who…, P3 (8); Ross 
Minstead, P3 (12)-putting responsibility on Greg; June Harvey, P3 (33); Ellen 
Who…, FP (12); Ellen Who…, FP (13); Clarke Who…, FP (13);  
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Children 
1) Keen to be change agents ( all of the student participants): phase one, Jack 
Borber (32); Tom Who… (25); Greg Minstead (18); Yolanda Johnstone (12); 
Richard Harvey (5); James Longhurst, phase one (38); Mary Longhurst, FP 
(19)-Rose influenced her;  
2) Want the government to take the lead 
3) Were successful in bringing about intergenerational influence:  
4) Care about the environment 
5) Are capable of designing and understanding a tool such as the Protocol: all 
students, P2 (2); 
6) Enjoyed sharing the decision-making process (being in a team situation): 
Richard Harvey and Greg Minstead, P2 (3 & 4); (4) for what they contributed 
too; Jack Borber, P3 (19);  
7) Felt confident about succeeding at being change agents: Jack Borber, Richard 
Harvey, Yolanda Johnstone and Greg Minstead, P2 (6); 
8) Were concerned about the chance of pulling it off: James Longhurst 
(ambivalence), Richard Harvey (Time together), Yolanda Johnstone 
(showers), Greg Minstead (irate parents), Tom Who…(not sure how), P2 (5 & 
6); Jack Borber, P3 (19)-people wanting to do other things and not motivated;  
9) Are capable of being change agents: Clarke Who…, P3 (9)-will force him to 
do it for the kids; Ross, P3 (11)-forced to join in; Ross, P3 (12) – will follow 
Greg if he runs with it; also refer to the fact that the families did in fact 
succeed with their protocols; 
10) Found it difficult to maintain momentum: Christine Borber, FP (4); Mary 
Longhurst, FP (19);  
11) Youngest ones seemed to embrace the challenges and succeed: Ryan Borber, 
FP (2)-talking about Michael; Mary Longhurst, FP (19)-talking about Rose;  
School 
1) Not foremost source of info on the environment for the children 
2) Teacher had huge impact on the success of the eep: failed to stick to the 
student-centred plan, leading to less effective program. 
3) Trained children well to work in groups within classroom settings. 
4) Don’t link what they are doing in the classroom to the real life (Liz) of the 
children 
5) Don’t try to empower kids to question what is going on and then act on this. 
6) Did have an impact on providing info for the environment – mainly with kids: 
Carl, Brooke and Yolanda Johnstone, phase one (11); Richard Harvey, phase 
one (4); Audrey Who…, phase one (24); John and Michael Borber, phase one 
(32); James and Rose Longhurst, phase one (37-38);  
7) Parents happy for school to make link of work to lives at home: Ryan Borber, 
phase one (33); Mary Longhurst, phase one (38); Betty Johnstone, FP (38);  
8) Can be disempowering/disengaging for kids despite best intentions: Mary 
Longhurst, P3 (4); 	
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Media  
1) Had a strong influence on participants’ views/knowledge of the environment – 
particularly the younger participants. (June Harvey, phase one); Greg and 
Sally Minstead, phase one (17); Tom, Clarke and Ellen Who…, phase one 
(24); Jack, Ryan and Michael Borber, phase one (32);  
Individuals 
1) Feel powerless to act (Betty Johnstone, Phase one) – (Johnstones, Phase one, 
on who should take most responsibility to care for the environment); John 
Borber, phase one (31): feels industry must take lead; Greg Minstead, FP (25);  
2) Job comes first with using fuel etc (Charles Johnstone, Phase one) 
3) Things that they do to help the environment are normally the traditional ones, 
pushed on them: recycling/using shopping bags/low voltage light bulbs (Phil 
Johnstone, Phase one.: ‘It’s just natural…’;The Minsteads, phase one; Who…, 
phase one (22); Borbers, phase one (29); The Longhursts, phase one (36);  
4)  Know that they should take responsibility (Brooke & Phil Johnstone, phase 
one on who should take responsibility); Sally and Greg Minstead, phase one; 
Clarke, Audrey and Ellen Who…, phase one (23); Christine, Ryan, John & 
Michael Borber, phase one (29/30); James, Mary and Rose Longhurst, phase 
one (37);  
5) Surprised by the negative impact that they are having on the environment – had 
not been aware of their impact: Betty Johnstone, phase one (7); Greg and Sally 
Minstead, phase one (15); Clarke, Tom and Ellen Who…, phase one (21); 
Mary Longhurst, phase one (36);  
6) Want to help the environment but don’t want to make too many 
sacrifices/changes: John Borber, phase one (29) and then (33); Tom Who…, P3 
(8) and (9); Ross Minstead, P3 (12)-dinosaurs like us; John Borber, P3 (19); 
John Borber, FP (3); John Borber, FP (4); Tom Who…, FP (11)-jobs that 
required research were the hardest; Audrey Who…, FP (12)-spending money; 
7) Need tools to help them to snap them into action with the environment: Clarke 
Who…, P3 (7); Clarke Who…, P3 (9)-will force him to do it for the kids; Tom, 
Audrey and Ellen Who…, P3 (9); Sally Minstead, P3 (13); Sally Minstead, P3 
(14);  
8) Need to be held accountable by follow up visits: Clarke Who…, P3 (9); 
9) Feel good about helping the environment: Jack Borber, P3 (21); Michael 
Borber, P3 (21);  
10) Will only change with things that they like: Christine Borber, FP (1);  
11) Find it hard to change long held habits: Christine Borber, FP (1); Jack Borber, 
FP (2); Michael Borber, FP (3); Christine Borber, FP (7); Ryan and Christine 
Borber, FP (7);  
12) Pessimism in older adolescents: John Borber throughout and in FP (6); 
13) Can do little things to help the environment: Jack Borber, FP (6); Audrey and 
Ellen Who…, FP (12); Clarke Who…, FP (13); Audrey Who…, FP (14); Ross 
Minstead, FP (22); Ross Minstead, FP (24); Sally Minstead, FP (25); Betty 
Johnstone, FP (39); 
14)  Need to bond with others in order to achieve their goals, such as those set by 
the Protocol. 
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Government 
1) Should take the lead in helping the environment (Greg Minstead, phase one 
(16); Sally Minstead, phase one (17); All members of the Who…, phase one 
(24) + Clarke on (22): gov must offer financial incentives; All Borbers except 
John, phase one (31); The Longhursts, phase one (37); Betty Johnstone, FP 
(37)-should be shoved down our throats;  
Protocol 
2) Would be run with regular meetings (weekly or fortnightly): James and Mary 
Longhurst, P3 (2); Who…, P3 (6); Sally Minstead, P3 (12); Christine, Jack 
and Ryan Borber, P3 (18); Yolanda Johnstone, P3 (25); Carl Johnstone, P3 
(26); 
3) Would stick to the simple things to get right with the Protocol: Mary 
Longhurst, P3 (2); Tom and Audrey Who…, P3 (8); Christine Borber, P3 (20); 
Ryan Borber, P3 (20); Michael and John Borber, P3 (19/20); Charles 
Johnstone, P3 (26); Betty Johnstone, P3 (28); Phil, Carl and Brooke 
Johnstone, P3 (28); June, Richard and Tim Harvey, P3 (34/35);  
4) Would focus on things that they were already doing: James & Mary 
Longhurst, P3 (3); Ross and Sally Minstead, P3 (14); Sally Minstead, P3 (15); 
Ryan Borber, P3 (20); Yolanda Johnstone, P3 (27);  
5) Families all sat down and negotiated signing of the protocol: Longhurst, P3 
(1); Who…, P3 (6); Minstead, P3 (11 & 12); Borbers, P3 (17); Johnstone, P3 
(25); Harvey, P3 (32/33)-sat in lounge, with dad asleep;  
6) Checklist is good thing about the Protocol: Tom, Clarke and Ellen Who…, P3 
(7); Sally Minstead, P3 (13); Johnstones, P3 (24); Christine Borber, FP (6);  
7) Helps to raise awareness from the beginning: Tom Who…, P3 (9); Ross 
Minstead, P3 (13); Sally Minstead, P3 (14); Brooke Johnstone, P3 (29); Tim 
Harvey, P3 (35); June Harvey, P3 (36); Christine Borber, FP (4); Ryan, 
Michael Borber, FP (5); Christine Borber, FP (6); Jack Borber, FP (6); John 
Borber, FP (8); Audrey Who…, FP (13); Clarke Who…, FP (13); Tom 
Who…, FP (13); Ellen Who…, FP (14); Mary Longhurst, FP (20); Sally 
Minstead, FP (22); Ross Minstead, FP (24); Sally Minstead, FP (25); June 
Harvey, FP (29); June Harvey, FP (32); Charles Johnstone, FP (39); Phil 
Johnstone, FP (40);  
8) Fun/good to do as a family: Audrey Who…, P3 (9); Yolanda Johnstone, P3 
(28); Harveys, P3 (35); Tim Harvey, FP (30); 
9) Families enjoyed the initial process using the Protocol: Longhursts, P3 (3); 
Who…, P3 (9); Minstead, P3 (14); Greg Minstead, P3 (14);  
10) Helped to pull the family together on an important issue: Mary Longhurst, P3 
(3); Ross, P3 (14); Ross Minstead, P3 (14)-cements family relationship; 
Charles Johnstone, P3 (29); Christine Borber, FP (4); Jack, Ryan, Michael 
Borber, FP (5); James Longhurst, FP (19); Ross, Greg and Sally Minstead, FP 
(24); Richard Harvey, FP (31); Charles Johnstone, FP (38);  
11) Officially signing to something helps to give it gravitas: Greg Minstead, P3 
(14); Clarke Who…, P3 (9); Greg Minstead, P3 (14); Yolanda Johnstone, P3 
(28); Carl Johnstone, P3 (29)-looking at it will remind you;  
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12) Would have a penalty system in place to keep the Protocol on track: Christine 
Borber, P3 (18); Yolanda Johnstone, P3 (26);  
13) Seemed to be some confusion with the Protocol, eg, how it would be 
monitored: Michael Borber, P3 (18); Christine Borber, P3 (19)-kids didn’t 
know why they were doing what they were doing; Phil and Carl Johnstone, P3 
(25); Phil and Brooke Johnstone, P3 (26);  
14) Importance of sticking together on it and communicating: John Borber, P3 
(19); Yolanda, Betty, Phil and Carl Johnstone, P3 (26); Phil Johnstone, P3 
(29); Richard Harvey, P3 (34); Ross and Greg Minstead, FP (23); Yolanda 
Johnstone, FP (36); Charles Johnstone, FP (37); Brooke Johnstone, FP (38); 
Phil Johnstone, FP (38);  
15) Helps build confidence to do something about the environment: Jack Borber, 
P3 (21);  
16) Began well and then faded away with Protocol: Christine Borber, FP (1); Ryan 
Borber, FP (2); Michael Borber, FP (3); Christine Borber, FP (7); Mary 
Longhurst, FP (18); Richard Harvey, FP (32);  
17) Did have small/simple successes with Protocol: Christine Borber, FP (1); 
Ryan Borber, FP (2); Christine Borber, FP (6); Michael Borber, FP (7); Tom 
Who…, FP (11); Ellen Who…, FP (12); Mary Longhurst, FP (18); James 
Longhurst, FP (18); Mary and James Longhurst, FP (20); Sally Minstead, FP 
(22); Tim Harvey, FP (29/30); Phil Johnstone, FP (36); 
18) Didn’t think that it was a good idea to sign the Protocol: John Borber, P3 (22);  
19) Felt that a smaller group would make it easier to stick with re Protocol: Betty 
Johnstone, P3 (29);  
20) Most successful part to achieve: consumption-have to think about it and 
actively do something: Jack Borber, FP (2); Michael Borber, FP (3);  
21) Negative about the overall results achieved through the protocol: Borbers, FP 
(7/8); Mary Longhurst, FP (18); Richard, June and Tim Harvey, FP (29/30); 
Scores for Harveys, FP (32); Yolanda, Betty, Charles, Phil, Carl and Brooke 
Johnstone, FP (35/36); Scores for the Johnstones, FP (39-40); 
22) Happy with the result of the protocol: Clarke, Tom, Audrey and Ellen Who…, 
FP (11/12); Who…, FP (14); James Longhurst, FP (20); Ross Minstead, FP 
(22); Greg and Sally Longhurst, FP (22)-quite happy with results; Minsteads, 
FP (25/26);  
23) Long term goals still yet to be achieved: Clarke and Ellen Who…, FP (11/12); 
24) Motivation a key to success: Clarke Who…, FP (12); 
25) Set realistic goals: Tom Who…, FP (12);  
26) Learnt new skills through the Protocol: Tom Who…, FP (13); James 
Longhurst, FP (18); James Longhurst, FP (19); Greg Minstead, FP (25); 
Richard Harvey, FP (31);  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
